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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ar A CONFERENCE between the Land Transfer Committee of 
the Incorporated Law Society and delegates from thirty-one 
provincial law societies, held on Wednesday last, as to the course 
of action to be taken with reference to the Land Transfer Bill, 
a resolution was passed gga, be council to continue their 
strenuous opposition to the Bill. ters advocating opposition 
to the Bill were read from those law societies who were unable 
to send delegates. 





Tux cuter alterations made by the Lord Chancellor in Stand- 
ing Committee in the Land Transfer Bill are the addition of a 
new clause (18) providing that the power given to the court by 
section 83 of the Land er Act, 1875, to alter registered 
descriptions may be exercised by the registrar, and of a new sub- 
clause to clause 19, providing that the rules to be made under 
the Act shall not extend to allowing the inspection of any entry 
in the register except under the authority of some person 
interested in the land. It will be seen from the report of the 
proceedings in the Standing Committee that a spoke has been 
placed in the progress of the Bill by Lord Satissury, who 
suggested that it would be better not to read it a third time 
until the House had seen the final form of the Finance Bill. 





Tue pustness of Mr. Justice Currry’s Court is very nearly 
reduced to complete exhaustion as non-witness actions ; 
when the learned judge rose for the Whitsun Vacation there 
was not more than one such case in his list, which had been 
set down before the 1st May instant. 





Dunine tHe Trinity Sittings the judges of the Chancery 


Division will pursue the course as to the hearing of witness 
actions which has been adopted in previous sittings. Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn is the first on the list. On the first four days of the 
sittings he will take summonses and non-witness actions, and on 
Friday, the 25th inst., he will hear petitions and short causes 
instead of on Saturday, the 26th, the day appointed for the 
celebration of the Queen’s birthday. On Tuesday, the 29th 
inst., he will begin the hearing of witness actions, and continue 
until the 9th of June every day with the exception of Monday, 
the 4th of June. During this period the motions and uno 
we petitions of Mr. Justice Kzxewrcn will be heard by Mr. 
ustice Sririine on Thursdays and Saturdays. On Tuesday, the 
12th of June, Mr. Justice Currry will commence the heariug of 
witness actions and continue until the 23rd of June with the 
exception of Monday, the 18th of June, and during that fort- 
night his motions and unopposed petitions will be heard by Mr. 
Justice Norrn on Thursdays and Saturdays. On Tuesday, tke 
26th of June, Mr. Justice Nortu will commence his fortnight of 
hearing witness actions, and continue the same until the 7th of 
July with the exception of Monday, the 2nd of July, and his 
motions and un petitions will, on Thursdays and 
by Mr. Justice Onrrry. On Tuesday, the 
28 
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10th of July, Mr. Justice Srrei1ne will commence the hearing 
of witness actions, and continue the same until the 21st of 
July with the exception of Monday, the 16th of July, and 
during that period his motions and unopposed petitions will, on 
Thursdays and Saturdays, be heard by Mr. Justice KexEwicu. 


Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal on Wednesday in Peek v. 
Ray will probably do much to check the bringing of appeals 
from orders giving leave to deliver interrogatories. Our readers 
will remember that rule 2 of order 31 (of November, 1893) pro- 
vides that on an application for leave to deliver interrogatories 
‘“‘the particular interrogatories proposed to be delivered shall be 
submitted to the court or judge,” and that “leave shall be given 
as to such only of the interrogatories submitted as the court or 
judge shall consider necessary either for disposing fairly of the 
cause or matter or for saving costs.”” In Vek v. Ray Mr. Jus- 
tice Nortu had given leave to the plaintiff to deliver certain 
interrogatories to the defendants, and for that purpose the pro- 
posed interrogatories were submitted to him. One of the de- 
fendants appealed from the order, on the ground (‘n/er alia) that, 
after the interrogatories had been submitted to the judge and 
he had given leave to deliver those which he thought proper, 
the defendant would be obliged to answer them, and could not 
by his affidavit in answer take any of the objections to answering 
which he might otherwise have been entitled to take. The Court 
of a said that, though there was a right of appeal, still an 
appeal ought not to be brought from such an order unless it 
would do some substantial injustice to the person interrogated 
or the judge had gone wrong in some matter of principle. Thc 
Court of Appeal would not scan the interrogatories minutely or 
readily interfere with the discretion of the judge of first instance. 
In the present case they thought the appeal ought not to have 
been brought, and they dismissed it. ‘They added that rule 6 of 
order 31 of the R. 8S. C., 1883, has not been repealed, and that 
by the affidavit in answer to the interrogatories any proper 
objection to answering could still be taken. The order giving 
leave to deliver interrogatories amounted to no more than a 
decision that primd facie they were proper te be put. 





In tue casE of Underwood vy. Lewis the Court of Appeal have 
decided that a solicitor, who has been retained to carry on a 
common law action, cannot determine the retainer and sue for 
his costs before the end of the action simply upon giving proper 
notice of his intention to do so. He must also have a reason- 
able cause for declining to proceed with the business. It has 
always been ‘considered that when a solicitor is retained to 
prosecute or defend a cause he enters into a special contract to 
carry it on to its termination (see Cresswell v. Byron, 14 Ves. 
271; Harris v. Osbourn, 2 Cr. & M. 629), but in modern times, 
at any rate, this doctrine has not been strictly enforced, and, 
admitting that the contract might be terminated, the question 
has been under what circumstances this might be done. Some 
expressions in Vansandau v. Browne (9 Bing. 402), the leading 
case on the subject, countenance the notion that the solicitor 
need do no more than give reasonable notice. ‘ It is true,’’ said 
BosanquEt, J., that an attorney cannot suddenly, and without 
notice, abandon a client to his prejudice and inconvenience; 
but, if he gives reasonable notice, he is at liberty to discontinue 
the conduct of a cause, and is not bound, at all events and at 
great expense, to proceed to the end of a suit and all the pro- 

i arising out of it.” But, as pointed out by the Master 
of the Rolls in Underwood v. Lewis, the effect of the case is, that 
notice is in any event necessary before withdrawal from the pro- 
ceedings, though it may not by itself be sufficient. So in 
Harris v. Osbourn (supra), Lord Lynpuvrst, C.B., said: “I do 
not mean to say that under no circumstances, can [the attorney |] 
put an end to this contract; but it cannot be put an end to with- 
out notice,” that is, notice is essential. The further requirement 


of reasonable cause is correctly introduced into the head note of 
Vansandau v. Browne, where it is said; ‘‘ An attorney is not com- 
ed to proceed to the end of a suit in order to be entitled to 

is costs, but may, upon reasonable cause and reasonable notice, 
abandon the conduct of the suit, and in such case may recover 


to be immaterial, had declined to receive evidence of it, and the 
Court of Appeal, therefore, directed a new trial. As to what 
will constitute reasonable cause, it is not possible to lay down 
any rule, but it is clearly settled that such cause exists when the 
client refuses to supply money fur disbursements (Zowson v. 
Earle, 1 Moo. & M. 538; Whitehead v. Lord, 7 Ex. 691). 





Tue ‘“‘Reaisrration Acceleration Bill,” which has been 
introduced into Parliament and is likely soon to become law, is 
a supplement to the Local Government Act of last session, and 
is designed to bring it into operation in the present year. 
Under that Act registers are to be made of the parochial 
electors who will form the electorate for parish and district 
councils and boards of guardians. These registers are to be 
formed from the lists made out in the ordinary way and revised 
by the revising barrister. The date of the first election is fixed 
by the Act as the 8th of November or such later date in the 
present year as the Local Government Board shall appoint. 
Under the present system the annual revision cannot commence 
before the 8th of September and need not be concluded till the 
12th of October; a great deal of time is necessarily occupied in 
making up and printing the registers after the revision, and 
this is not completed until the end of December, the new 
registers coming into operation on the Ist of January. It is, 
therefore, evident that according to present arrangements the 
elections by parochial electors could not take place in the 
present year at all, as the Act requires. The Bill referred to 
meets this difficulty by altering the dates upon which matters 
relating to the registration of electors are to be done in the 
present year. The sittings of the revising barristers are to 
begin on the 3rd of September and to end on the 22nd of that 
month, and the registers of parochial electors are to come into 
force on the 22nd of November. It will be noticed that the 
Bill only relates to the year 1894, and that the date at which 
the registers of county and Parliamentary electors come into 
operation (the lst of January) is unaltered. The work of 
revising barristers will be made more arduous by reason of the 
formation of the separate lists of parochial electors and the 
necessity for distinguishing the names of persons not entitled 
to vote in all the three capacities of parliamentary, county 
council, and parochial electors. The time to be occupied by the 
revision, on the other hand, is greatly diminished ; it will pro- 
bably be necessary to appoint a considerable number of 
additional revising barristers for the present year, and the Bill 
provides that the cost so incurred is to be wholly paid out of 
moneys provided by Parliament. 





In THE case of Lemmon vy. Webb the Court of Appeal have 
this week decided a point of law which, although rightly 
characterized by Lord Justice Linpiey as “ obscure,” is neither 
uninteresting nor unimportant. The plaintiff and the defendant 
were owners of adjoining properties. On the plaintiff’s bound- 
ary were certain ancient oak and elm trees whose branches 
overhung the defendant’s land. The defendant cut the over- 
hanging branches without notice. Was he legally entitled to 
do so? The Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of Mr. 
Justice Krexewicu, held that he was. The right of cutting 
overhanging boughs was laid down at least as far back as the 
reign of James I. (Morrice v. Baker, 3 Bulstr. 196), and is indis- 
putable; and an ingenious attempt by the plaintiff’s counsel 
to limit it to the case of branches of recent growth met with the 
emphatic disapproval of Lord Justice Linptzy. But was notice 
necessary? According to the distinction drawn in Zar/ of Lons- 
dale v. Nelson (2 B. & Or. 302), and approved by Panxeg, B., in 
Jones v. Williams (11 M. & W. 176), between nuisances of 
commission and nuisances of omission, it would be necessary. 
But in the Zarl of Lonsdale’s case Best, J., excepted from the 
rule that notice is necessary before a nuisance of omission can 
be abated the cutting of overhanging boughs, on the ground 
that to permit such boughs to overhang is an act of ‘“ un- 
equivocal negligence.” On a review of the authorities the 








his costs for the period during which he was employed.” In 





Court of — were constrained to hold that this exception is 
well founded. The force of Mr. Justice Bzs1’s reasoning is far 


Underwood vy. Lewis GRANTHAM, J., deeming “ reasonable cause ” 
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from convincing. The difference between ancient lights and 
ancient trees, in so far as any prescriptive claim in favour of the 
latter is concerned, is clear enough. But it does seem rather 
hard that a person (cf. Jones v. Williams) who negligently leaves, 
say dhomniaal accumulations, on his land is to be entitled to 
“notice and previous request” before the nuisance can be 
abated by another, while a man who lets the boughs of his 
trees overhang the property of an adjoining owner is liable to 
have them cut down without an opportunity for bringing 
expostulation to bear on his unneighbourly neighbour, or, if that 
failed, of taking the pruning-hook into his own hands. There 
is, however, one redeeming feature in the situation. In spite of 
this decision questions may still arise as to whether —— 
branches have been cut to excess; and this circumstance wi 
operate as a check upon unreasonable persons. Comparatively 
few persons care to have their conduct judicially stigmatized as 
unreasonable; and even those whom this sanction would not 
move are not insensible to the unpleasantness of being left to 
pay their own cosis. 





Some or the effects of the Finance Bill will be startling. 
There are many cases where the master of an endowed school 
or the minister of a chapel is entitled to the income of some 
small endowment, or perhaps to the occupation of a house, while 
he holds his office. Sometimes the office is his frechold, at 
other times he in practice is allowed to hold it during his 
life. In cases of this nature estate duty appears to become 
payable on his death. The practical result will be gradually 
to diminish the property of the charity. It is at least 
arguable that like results will occur on the death of a 
beneficed clergyman. Again, under the present law, on the 
death of a member of a firm who keep a banking account 
the surviving partners can draw on the account after his death. 
It is by no means clear whether the same practice will continue 
after the Finance Bill passes into law, as it is provided (see 
clause 8) that moneys deposited at a bank in the name of a 
deceased person jointly with any other person are aot to be 
capable of being paid, and that no person shall be capable of 
giving a discharge for them, till it is certified by the commis- 
sioners that there is no claim for estate duty thereon. Possibly 
the clause will not apply to cases where the account is in the 
name of the firm as such. But it appears hardly to be safe for 
bankers to act on this opinion until a decision on the point has 
been obtained. If it should be decided that the present 2 gna 
cannot be continued, great inconvenience will arise. The sur- 


- viving partners will not be able to draw money to pay their 


workmen’s wages; if the bankers pay acceptances of the firm 
becoming due and made payable at the bank, according to the 
usual practice, they will do so at their own risk; in many cases 
they will decline to incur this risk, and the biils will be dis- 
honoured. It is the practice of most London banks to keep but 
a small reserve of cash in their own strong rooms; they keep a 
banking account with the Bank of England, and draw on it as 
occasion requires. The operations of the Clearing House are 
entirely carried on by means of cheques drawn on the Bank of 
England. It appears that if a partner in any private bank 
dies, it will be impossible for the surviving partners to draw a 
cheque on the Bank of England for cash to meet current drafts, 
and that it will be impossible for the bank in which he is 
partner to clear cheques through the Clearing House. It will 
perhaps be safer for all firms whose banking account stands in 
the name of the partners to alter the title of the account to 
the name of the firm. But while we give this advice for what 
it is worth, we must remind our readers that it is quite ible 
that the court will look at the substance of the transaction, not 
at the mere form. We may point out that if this artifice 
would be successful the effect of this provision of the Bill 
might always be evaded where several persons pooled their 
money by simply entering it under a fictitious name. 





THERE ARE many cases in which the 6th clause of the Finance 
Bill will act with great harshness. It will be observed that in 
determining the value of an estate for the purposes of duty no 
allowance is to be made for an incumbrance created by the de- 





ceased ‘‘ otherwise than bond for full consideration in money 
or money’s worth wholly for the deceased’s own use and benefit.” 
A landowner on his i makes a , in considera- 


tion of his intended marriage, to the trustees of his i 
settlement, under which he takes the first life interest. No con- 
sideration in money so that if the mortgage is unpaid at 
his death it is not to be allowed to be taken into account as an 
incumbrance in determining the value of his estate. On the 
other hand, it is portion of the funds that form his settlement, 
and therefore has to be brought into account as part of the 
settlement funds. In other words, the amount of the mo 
debt has to be accounted for twice over. An example will eo 
this clear. A landowner has an estate worth £30,000; on his 
marriage he mortgages it to his trustees for £10,000; on his 
death his own estate has to be valued at £30,000—i.c., without 
ne ~ —— and the £10,000 settlement money has 
to be brought into account, making an aggregate of 
£40,000. We can hardly think that this can be intended, 
Three persons, A., B., and C., each have a fortune of £30,000, 
Each of them on the marriage of a child wishes to give hima 
fortune of £5,000. A. raises £5,000 by the sale of Consols and 
pays it to his child. On A.’s death estate duty will be payable 
on the £25,000 that he has left. B. has invested all his fortune 
in his business, it is not convenient to him to pay the £5,000 
down, therefore he covenants to pay it with inéerim interest; he 
man to pay £3,000 in his lifetime by gradually withdrawing 
capital from his business. Although the part remaining un- 
paid at his death—viz., £2,000—must be satisfied out of his 
estate, still it cannot be deducted from his estate in determining 
its value for duty. So that duty will be payable on the £27,000 
remaining the property of B. without deducting the £2,000 
remaining due from him. OC. is a landowner, he raises the £5,000 
by mo . This is not allowed to be deducted from the value 
(£30,000) of his estate for the purposes of duty. The result is 
that three persons have the same fortune, they provide the same 
fortune for a child, and yet their estates are valued differently ; 
this appears to require some modification. 





Ir was HELD in Crowhurst v. Amersham Burial Board (4 Ex. 
D, 5) that the defendants were liable to the plaintiff for the loss 
of a horse, which had died from eating the leaves of yew trees 
growing on the land of the defendants, but projecting over the 
land of the plaintiff. The liability was founded upon a 
in the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber in Fletcher vy. 
Rylands (L. R. 1 Ex., p. 279), cited and approved by the 
House of Lords in the same case tn R. 3 H. L., p. 339), where 
it was said that “a person who, for his own purposes, bri 
on his land and collects and keeps there anything likel to do 
mischief it it escapes, must keep it in at his peril; and, if he 
does not do so, is primd facie answerable for all the o— 
which is the natural consequence of its escape.” Olearly 
applicability of this principle to the case of yew trees depends 
upon the yew tree projecting out of, or “escaping from,” the 
defendant’s land, and, if it is entirely on his land, the liability 
must be put, if possible, upon some other ground. In Ponting 
v. Noakes (ante, p. 438), decided recently by Cxartes and Coins, 
JJ., this latter state of facts exi and it was argued that 
even if Fletcher v. Rylands did not apply, yet the mere ® growing 
of yew trees near the boundary of another man’s field was a 
nuisance for which, if damage resulted, an action would lie. 
To this view, however, the court declined to accede, and it 
appears that a landowner can avoid all liability for his yew 
trees if he keeps them properly clipped. 








The Times states that Mr. Haldane, Q.C., will, as soon as the cases in 
that court in which he is now retained have been disposed of, cease to be 
one of Mr. Justice Romer’s silks, and will not in future in 
any court of first instance without a special fee. 
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MORE ABOUT THE FINANCE BILL. 
Cxavse 3 of the Bill is as follows :— 


‘*3. For determining the rate of estate duty to be paid on any property 
passing on the death of the deceased, all property so passing shall be 
ted so as to form one estate, and the duty shall be levied at the 

proper graduated rate on the principal value thereof. Provided that any 


prope so passing which under a disposition not made by the deceased 
jee ang ed sem on his death to some person other than the wife, 


husband, or descendant of the deceased, without any benefit being 
reserved or given to any of them, shall not be aggregated with any other 

perty, but shall be an estate by itself, and the estate duty shall be 
levied at the proper graduated rate on the principal value thereof.’’ 


The effect of this clause appears to be that all property 
passing on the death of the deceased—.¢., all his own property, 
all property over which he had a power of appointment or a 

wer of revocation, all property of which he was tenant for 
Efe, and property which he gave away within a year from his 
death (subject to the exception contained in the proviso to 
clause 3)—is to form an aggregate fund, for the purpose of 
determining at what rate the estate duty is to bo levied. 

Where the deceased was tenant for life of property not 
settled by himself, which on his death does not devolve on his 
wife (or if the deceased was a woman on her husband) or issue, 
that property is to form a separate estate. But if the husband, 
wife, or issue take any interest in the property it is to form part 
of the aggregate fund. 

This provision will sometimes operate with much harshness. 
It will be noticed that if the surviving husband or wife or any 
of the issue take any interest, however small, in the property, 
the entire property, not the value of that interest, is to form 
part of the aggregate fund, so as to raise the rate of interest at 
which the duty is to be calculated. 

Suppose, for example, that a father on his son’s marriage 
makes a strict settlement not reserving a life interest to himself, 
but giving the first life interest to his son with the usual 
jointuring power. Now, if the son leaves no issue and does not 
exercise the jointuring power the settled property is not on his 
death aggregated with his own property, but if he exercises his 
power it is. The result may be that he may have but a very 
small property that he can dispose of, and yet that, owing to the 
value of the settled property, that small property will become 
liable to duty at the higher rate. 

It is by no means clear how the executor is to ascertain what 
amount of duty is payable by him. It will be remembered that 
the rate at which it is payable may depend upon the value of 
settled property or land not passing to him, and there appears 
to be no power conferred by the Act on the executor to insist on 
the persons to whom such property passes giving him any 
information as to the value of it. He appears, however, to 
have the power after the lapse of two years from the death to 
have the rate determined by the commissioners (see clause 10). 
The practical result may be, in cases where part of the property 
subject to duty does not pass to the executors and there is a 
dispute as to the value of that property, to render it impossible 
for the executors to administer the estate, for it will be 
observed that under clause 8 no transfer of any stocks, no 
moneys deposited in a bank, and no policy moneys can be sold 
or paid to the executors till the commissioners certify that no 
estate duty is payable on them; and as the amount of the duty 
depends upon the aggregate value of the property passing at the 
testator’s death, no certificate can possibly be given till that 
value is ascertained. 

Clause 4 is as follows :— 

**4. (1) Where property liable to estate duty is settled by the will of the 

» or after his death remains settled by virtue of any disposition : 

‘*(a) A further estate duty on the principal value of the property shall 
be levied at the rate hereinafter specified, but 

“* (b) If estate duty has already been paid in respect of such property 
since the date of the settlement, neither the estate duty nor the 
further estate duty shall be payable in respect thereof, 
unlegs the deceased was at the time of his death, or had been at 
any time, competent to dispose of such property.’’ 

‘* (2) In the case of settled property where the interest of any person 
under the settlement fails, or determines by reason of his death before it 
becomes an interest in possession, and subsequent limitations under the 


settlement continue to subsist, the pro shall not be deemed to 
on his death.’’ ithe aati 





Where the property liable to estate duty is settled by the will 
of the testator, or remains settled after his death, a further estate 
duty of 1 per cent. is payable, but if estate duty has already 
been paid, the further duty is not to be payable unless the de- 
ana was at his death or was at any time competent to dis- 
pose of the property : see clause 4. The practical result appears 
to be that, omitting cases of rare occurrence, settled property is 
liable to 1 per cent. higher duty than unsettled peers: that 
when the duty has once been paid, no further duty is payable 
on any death during the existence of the settlement, unless on 
the death of a person who at any time during his life was tenant 
in tail, or had an absolute power of appointment over the 
property. 

The executor must pay estate duty on all property that the 
deceased could dispose of at his death (clause 5 (2) ), and may 
pay estate duty on any other property passing at his death ; but 
on payment of the last-mentioned duty he is to be repaid by the 
owner of the property, and has power (clause 9 (4) ) to raise it 
by sale or mortgage of the property. 

The estate duty not paid by the executor is to be collected on 
an account to be delivered by the person accountable within 
six months from the death (clause 5 (3) ). 

Duty on real estate may be paid either on the delivery of the 
account, or by eight equal annual instalments with compound 
interest at 3 per cent. (clause 5 (4) ). 

Clause 6 is as follows :— 


‘6. (1) In determining the value of an estate for the purpose of estate 
duty allowance shall be made for reasonable funeral expenses and for debts 
and incumbrances ; but an allowance shall not be made 

‘*(a) For debts incurred by the deceased or incumbrances created by a 
disposition made by the deceased, where such debts or incum- 
brances were incurred or created otherwise than ond fide for full 
consideration in money or mcney’s worth wholly for the deceased’s 
own use or benefit, and take effect out of his interest ; nor 

‘* (+) For any debt in respect whereof there is a right to reimburse- 
ment from any other estate or person ; nor 

‘* (ce) More than once for the same debt or incumbrance charged upon 
different portions of the estate ; 

and any debt or incumbrance for which an allowance is made shall be 
deducted from the value of the property liable thereto.” 

**(5) Subject to the provisions of this Act, the value of any property for 
the purpose of estate duty shall be ascertained by the commissioners in 
such manner and by such means as they think fit, and if they authorize a 
person to inspect any property and report to them the value thereof for the 
purpose of this Act, the person having the custody or possession of that 
property shall permit the person so authorized to inspect it at such reason- 
able times as the commissioners consider necessary. 

‘**(6) Any person aggrieved by the value placed on any property by the 
commissioners may, on paying the duty in accordance with that value, 
appeal to the High Court within the time and in the manner and on the 
conditions directed by rules of court, and the value shall be determined by 
the High Court, and if it is less than that fixed by the commissioners any 
excess of duty paid shall be repaid.’’ 


It is ageoen by clause 6 that in determining the value of an 
estate for the purpose of duty allowance is to be made for 
reasonable funeral expenses and for debts and incumbrances. 
But debts or incumbrances incurred or created by deceased are 
not to be allowed for where they were “ incurred or created other- 
wise than bond fide for full consideration in money or money’s 
worth wholly for the deceased’s own use or benefit, and to take 
effect out of his interest.” In other words, a pecuniary charge 
created by, or a covenant to pay money contained in, a marriage 
settlement are not to be allowed for. is makes a considerable 
change in the law. We cannot see the difference between a 
man paying a sum down to the trustees of his daughter’s 
marriage settlement and covenanting to pay the sum with interim 
interest, or between his borrowing money on mortgage and 
handing it to the trustees and making a Fw direct to 
them, yet in some of these cases the amount will be liable to 
estate duty on his death and in other cases it will not. It might 
even be held, on the strict words of the Act, that where he 
borrowed money on mpm and paid it to his daughter’s 
trustees that the money would be liable to duty. If this view 
is taken, a most serious burden will be thrown on executors; 
they will have to inquire into the motives of the testator for 
making every mortgage or charge that is existing on his pro- 

at his death. It appears to follow that in all cases where 
it is practical all covenants and c of the nature above 
referred to should be paid off in the lifetime of the person who 
created them. It appears, moreover, that, at all events where 
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the deceased was under a personal liability to pay them, 
money borrowed for the purpose of paying them will be a 
debt which will be allowed in estimating the value of his 
estate. 

The last words of sub-clause (1) (a), ‘take effect out of his 
interest,” are not very clear. They appear to be inapplicable 
to debts, possibly they are meant to apply to the case where a 
limited owner exercises a power of charging over the fee. If 
this view is correct, settled property the value of which is 
diminished by the exercise of a power of charging by the 
tenant for life is to be valued at the same rate as if no charge 
had been created. 

‘‘ Any debt or incumbrance for which an allowance is made 
shall be deducted from the value of the property liable thereto.” 
This provision appears to be reasonable enough in the case of 
debts not charged on any specific property, but it will act 
unfairly in the case of mortgaged property; the provision is 
founded on the assumption that the value of an equity of 
redemption is the value of the property if unincumbered minus 
the amount of the mortgage. But this assumption is far from 
being true. Very few persons are willing to purchase an equity 
of redemption, so that an equity of redemption sold as such is 
of very small value, while if the property is sold as a whole, 
with the concurrence of the mortgagees, additional costs are 
incurred owing to their having to be parties, and it often 
happens that, as a condition for their concurrence, they exact a 
payment of interest in advance. 

Sub-clause (4) provides fairly enough for the payment 
of duty on expectant interests and for calculating the value 
of the rest of the estate, and appears to require no com- 
ment. 

The value of the property subject to duty is to be determined 
in such manner as the commissioners think fit. Judging from 
the present practice of the authorities of the Inland Revenue 
Department there is no reason to suppose that unfair valuations 
will be made. We cannot help thinking that it would be well, 
in the case of real estate, to provide for a valuation by the local 
authority in the same manner as is in force in Scotland, or to 
enact that a certain number of years’ purchase on the income 
tax valuation should be primd facie the value for the p 
of duty, with power either to the Crown or the subject to object, 
and it might be provided that the objecting party should be 
liable to costs unless he shewed that the valuation was erroneous 
to the amount of 5 per cent. In the absence of some such pro- 
vision we fear that the fees paid by landowners to valuers will 
be very large. 

The 6th sub-clause, which provides that a person dissatisfied 
with the value placed on his property by the commissioners must 
pay the duty before appealing to the High Court, is extremely 
oppressive. Suppose that the property is real estate. The 
intending appellant will have co raise it by sale or mortgage, 
thus incurring costs, and apparently he will not be entitled to 
interest on any excess of duty that may in the event have to be 
repaid to him. The obviously fair procedure is that contained in 
the Succession Duty Act, s. 50, which authorizes the appeal to be 
made before payment of the duty. We may point out that in the 
cases where fase is likely to be an honest difference of opinion— 
namely, where the bulk or the whole of the income of property 
is taken by the incumbrancers and it is alleged by the authorities 
of Inland Revenue that there will be a lus if the property is 
sold—it will be absolutely impossible to raise money on a second 
mortgage, and that no money arising from sales will be applic- 


able for duty until a sufficient part of the has 
sold to pay off the incumbrances, so that it will in practice be 
impossible to make an appeal. 


The 7th clause contains a number of miscellaneous pro- 
visions; amongst other things, it provides that the “‘ existing 
law and practice relating to any of the duties mentioned in the 
first schedule to this Act shall, subject to the provisions of this 
Act, apply for the purposes of the collection and recovery of 
estate duty as if such law and tice were in terms made 
applicable.” It is impossible without many days’ hard work, 
perhaps it is absolutely impossible, to state exactly how far the 
existing law and practice is incorporated. Power is given to 
the High Court in a proceeding for recovery of duty to appoint 
@ receiver and to make an order for sale. 


THE COURT RATE OF INTEREST. 


Tue recent decision of Norrn, J., in Re Dracup, Field v. 
Dracup (42 W.R. 264; 1894, 1 Ch. 60), although, perhaps, of- 
no very great weight as an authority on the general question, 
nevertheless does revive the important inquiry as to whether in 
many cases the court rate of 4 per cent. is not now excessive. 

It is remarkable that it is now more than a hundred years since 
Lord Chancellor Tuurtow, in Zreeves v. Townshend ( (1784) 1 
Bro. Ch. Ca. 384), said: ‘‘ Four per cent. is the interest usually 
given by the court, and it is never to be exceeded but in a 
special case.’’ These remarks referred to the case of an assignee 
in bankruptcy who had allowed money to lie idle, but were no 
doubt applicable generally to the usual court rate. This state- 
ment, at any rate, gives the general rule which has during all 
this period prevailed in the courts of chancery, and we are 
afraid that it has been so long established that a further sub- 
rule may be found to have formed ge of the practice of the 
court to the effect that ‘it will not be diminished except in a 
special case.” 

In Re Dracup an order for sale had been made in a 
agg action, and three of the beneficiaries, who had 

een allowed to bid, purchased the property and set off their 
shares against part of the purchase-money, the balance to 
be paid into court. The question arose what interest was pay- 
able by them in respect of such part of the purchase-money so 
retained and not paid into court. The case was argued on the 
footing that the purchase-money so retained was an advance- 
ment to the beneficiaries, and should be c ed at the usual 
rate of 4 per cent. Norrun, J., however, held that they were 


!only chargeable with interest at the rate of 3 per cent., on the 


ground that, if the money had been, as in due course it would 
have been, paid into court, not more than 3 percent. would have 
been earned. 

Now it is difficult to say how far this decision will carry us. 
Does it establish a general rule that the true test for the 
interest payable on an advancement is what would in fact have 
been produced if no such advancement had been made? This 
would seem a difficult and a dangerous principle to apply. A 
testator, for example, is carrying on a business which brings in, 
let us say, a profit of 7 per cent., and at the time of his death 
a legatee who has been advanced, say, £1,000, has to bring this 
amount into hotchpot. It would be a serious matter for him 
to be told that, until the period of distribution, he must 
7 per cent. on thissum. Or take a converse case. A testator’s 
estate is invested, at the time of his death, in the ordinary 
stock of a limited company, which only pays a dividend of 1 
- cent. Is the advanced legatee only to pay 1 per cent.? 

urely not. Rejecting, then, this test, we are driven either to 
say that the decision establishes no general proposition at all 
or that it is an authority for the proposition that an advance- 
ment should only be chargeable with such interest as it would 
produce if invested in a strictly sound and permanent invest- 
ment. If any such proposition can be deduced, the decision of 
the learned judge ought to be welcomed as inaugurating a 
fairer and, from the commercial point of view, a sounder 
financial principle. It is matter of common knowledge that 4 
per cent. cannot now be obtained by any ordinary person on a 
really sound investment of a permanent character, and it does 
seem inconsistent with the principles of a court of equity, the 
keynote of which is equality, that the court rate should still 
remain so abnormally high. It must be remembered that this 
so-called usual rate is applied daily, and, as a matter of 
course, not only in the administration of estates of deceased 

ersons, but in ordinary cases where accounts are taken and 
interest is found due, but no rate has been specified. In many 
cases the practice of the court has become formulated asa rule 
of court, or in a statute as a substantive enactment. In the 
case of debts there seems less objection to the 4 per cent. rate, 
as some default has generally occurred; but in the case of 
advancements or legacies where there has been no default the 
rate becomes penal without justification. 

The practical question which arises seems to be whether, 
where the 4 per cent. rate works unfairly, the court would, 
in the absence of a rule of court or of 





of express statutory 
enactment, have the power at the present time to lower the rate 
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merely on the ground that in view of the high market price of 
sound investments or the cheapness of money the former rate 
is excessive. In addition to the case of Re Dracup we find 
authority on this point in the case of Re Metropolitan Coal 
Consumers’ Association, Wainwright's case (No. 1) (62 L. T. 
30, W. N., 1890, p. 3) where, on a question whether 5 per 
cent. should not be charged on a rescission of a contract to 
take shares, it was held that the court is not bound by 
a hard and fast rule as to the rate of interest, and that, 
having regard to the present mercantile rate of interest, 4 
per cent. was sufficient. In this case Kay, J., is reported to 

ave said, “Interest at 5 per cent. had been allowed in some 
cases, because that had been considered to be the mercantile 
rate, but it was hard to say that that was the mercantile rate 
when from real bond fide good security not more than 3 per 
cent. could be obtained.” This decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal on the main question (63 L. T. 439), but the 
point on the rate of interest was apparently not raised or dis- 
cussed on the appeal. In this case it should be observed the 
learned judge clearly held that he had a discretion in the 
matter, and, in fact, did not follow the precedent of Kzexewicn, 
J., in the analogous case of Capel v. Sims Composition Co. 
( (1888) 36 W. R. 689), who allowed 5 per cent. The remarks 
of Krexewicn, J., on this point are instructive. He says: ‘At 
what rate ought interest to be paid? I have long thought that 
this question deserves general reconsideration with special 
reference to the fact that all the courts are now part 
of one High Court of Justice, and that there is an anomaly 
in a different rate of interest prevailing as a general rule 
in the two divisions. ‘The reduction of the rate of interest 
obtainable on what are styled trust securities is another reason 
for reconsideration, operating, perhaps, in a different direction. 
It is not for me, now at least, to consider tho question thus 
generally. Having regard to the circumstances of this case, I 
see no reason why interest should not be payable at what I may 
term a mercantile rate usually allowed by juries, and fix it at 
five per cent.” Since these decisions the 5 per cent. rate has 
been allowed by the House of Lords in Peruvian Guano Co. v. 
Dreyfus Brothers (1892, A.C. 166), where, although the pre- 
vious decisions were not cited, the point appears to have been 
taken in argument. The order made was that 5 per cent. 
should be charged for the illegal detention of the goods until 
the date of the appointment of the receiver, from which date 
4 per cent. only should be charged, thus drawing a distinc- 
tion between what may be called the mercantile and the ordinary 
rate. 

It is possible, then, that the court has a discretion, but many 
cases may be imagined where such discretion is so fettered by 
— decisions in exactly similar cases as to render it most 

cult for any judge on his own initiative to say the ordinary 
rate is too high, and we doubt whether the practice could now 
be altered, at any rate in many cases which may be imagined, 
without an express rule of court or a direct legislative enact- 
ment. 

Take for example, again, the case of legatees, who have 
been advanced in the testator’s lifetime. There is abundant 
authority to shew that in such cases the usual rate is 4 per 
cent., and that such rate was charged as recently as 1881 
appears from Re Rees, Rees v. George (29 W. R. 301, 17 Ch. D. 
701), without mentioning the numerous unreported cases since 
that date, where, no doubt, the same rule has been applied. 
Could a judge now, in the face of those decisions, in a case 
exactly similar, say that 3 per cent. was sufficient? We doubt 
it, unless he held that /’e //racup was an authority, and elected 
to follow that decision. 

On the other hand, so long as the rule or the practice 
remains, it is obvious that injustice is being inflicted on a large 
number of persons, and in respect of very large sums of money. 








The Solicitors’ Examination Bill passed through Committee and was 
read a third time in the House of Lords on the 4th inst. 


Lord Coleridge, who has been indisposed for some time past, had a 
somewhat serious relapse on Tuesday, and Dr. Hale, his medical attendant, | 
it neceesary to call Sir William Broadbent into consultation. 

The news on Thursday was somewhat improved. 





REVIEWS. 
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1894. 

THe LAW RELATING TO PARriIsH COUNCILS, BEING THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AcT, 1894. TOGETHER WITH AN INTRODUCTION 
AND STATUTES RELATING TO ParisH AND Disrricr CoUNCILS, 
CIRCULARS AND ORDERS OF THE LocAL GOVERNMENT BOARD, 
Nores, InpEx, &c. By A. F. JENKIN, Barrister-at-Law. Knight 
& Co. 

THE LocaL GOVERNMENT Act, 1894 (PARISH AND DISTRICT 
CounciIts AcT), AND INCORPORATED STATUTES, INCLUDING THE 
VESTRIES ACTS (UNREPEALED PORTIONS) AND THE ALLOTMENTS 
Acts, 1887 AND 1890, WITH FULL EXPLANATORY NOTES OF ITS 
PROVISIONS AND APPLICATION. By J. V. VESEY FITZGERALD, 
Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


A HANDY AND PopuLtaR MANUAL OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 
1894, CREATING DiIsTRICT AND PArisH COUNCILS, WITH COMPLETE 
TEXT OF THE ACT AND A FULL INDEX. Edited and arranged by 
ALFRED CRICK FREEMAN and Jonn C. FREEMAN, Solicitors. 
Witherby & Co. 

Tue Duties oF County COUNCILS UNDER THE LocAL GOVERNMENT 
Act, 1894, WITH THE ACT AND THE REGULATIONS MADE THERE- 
UNDER. By F. RowLey PARKER, Solicitor. Knight & Co. 


A fortnight ago we noticed three guides to the Local Government 
Act of last session, and now we have on our table four more books on 
the same subject. Let us hope that ‘in the multitude of counsellors 
there is safety,” even for the poor bewildered parochial elector. For 
our own part, we confess that the longer we study the text the more 
necessary do we find it to have the entire library of revised statutes 
at hand for reference. 

The first two books on our list have both been compiled by experi- 
enced editors. Mr. Jenkin, indeed, aroused our suspicion by giving 
to his volume a title which seems to ignore the importance of district 
councils, But this is only a fault of nomenclature. In his introduc- 
tion (of thirty pages) he gives the clearest and best-arranged sum- 
mary of the provisions of the entire Act that we have read. In his 
notes also he adopts the same principle (which is rare in a legal text- 
book) of expounding the effect of any particular provision by a full 
statement of the existing law. For example, to section 13, which 
relates to footpaths and roads, he appends a dissertation on highways 
covering nearly fifteen pages; and he is equally generous in print- 
ing, in an appendix, those enactments which are directly or indirectly 
incorporated. 

The spevial feature of Mr. Vesey Fitzgerald’s book is that he 
emphasizes the important words in the text by the use of bold type. 
His notes are brief, and to the point, and he has done well to print 
the unrepealed provisions of the Vestries Acts, 1818 and 1850. 

The third book on our list is eminently practical. It is written 
by two solicitors, who have had actual experience in local adminis- 
tration, and who are thus qualified to give sound advice. 

The last book is of a more special character. It is confined to only 
one portion of the Local Government Act—that is, to the new duties 
imposed upon county councils. Not only are these duties very 
onerous in themselves, but they have to be searched for through 
almost every section, Mr. Rowley Parker has therefore done a 
distinct service by collecting them and explaining their effect in a 
well-ordered treatise. He has classified them under two headings : 
(1) those duties which arise before ‘‘the appointed day,” and which, 
indeed, are of immediate obligation, and (2) those which arise after- 
wards, but will be of a permanent character. Perhaps it was hardly 
necessary to reprint the Act itself, which everyone who consults the 
book will have before him in another form. 





PATENTS. 


ENGLIsno PATENT Practice. By Henry CUNYNGHAME, M.A,, 
Barrister-at-Law. London: William Clowes & Sons (Limited), 


Notwithstanding the wealth of treatises with which our patent 
literature is endowed, there is room for this work. In addition to 
covering with equal clearness, completeness, and accuracy the old 
ground—subject-matter, utility, procedure, &c.—Mr. Cunynghame 
embodies in his book a great deal of scientific and practical informa- 
tion which ought to be of value both to professional and to commer- 
cial men. He also takes the important departure, which we trust 
other writers will follow, of illustrating the chief litigated inventions 
to which he refers. We commend this treatise with confidence to the 
attention of the public. 


THE INVENTOR’S ADVISER ON PATENTS, &C. By REGINALD HADDAN, 
Patent Agent. London: Harrison & Son. 


Mr. Haddan’s work deserves a place in an inventor’s library. 


‘It is divided into four parts. Parts 2-4 deal clearly and satisfac- 
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torily, although, of course, in not an exhaustive manner, with the 
British and foreign law of patents, trade-marks, and designs. But 
the book derives its chief value from Part 1, in which, for the first 
time, so far as we are aware, the commercial aspects of patents and 
the means of developing and negotiating patent property are fully 
treated. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
PROBATE REGISTRARSHIPS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A short time ago there was a very proper outcry against the 
elevation of an unqualified gentleman to a registrar’s seat at the 
principal registry. The authorities seem determined to extend the 

soenetnatt to district registries, for a gentleman from Somerset House 
has just been sent down to Lewes (Sussex). The position of district 
registrar is one which has been held, I believe, invariably by a soli- 
citor ox late registrar at Lewes was a solicitor), and, at a time when 
officialdom is seeking to oust practitioners in all directions, this recent 
appointment should not be allowed to pass without protest. 

If there were no men competent and ready (and to prevent mis- 
apprehension I may say I am neither) to take the office, there would 
be justification for such appointments, but when there are able men 
who have gone to the trouble and expense of qualifying it is grossly 
unfair that civil servants should be allowed to bring pressure to bear 
upon the elective authority. Why does not the Incorporated Law 
Society exercise the immense power it has to insure that these appoint- 
ments go to the persons who, in the first instance, are entitled to have 
the option of holding them Cc. 





PREPARATION OF AGREEMENTS NOT UNDER SEAL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Will you allow me to call your attention, and the attention 
of the profession, to what seems to me a cause of great injury to 
solicitors ? 

I refer to the practice of unqualified persons preparing agreements 
under hand. Section 44 of the Stamp Act, 1891, which imposes a 
penalty on unqualified persons for preparing instruments relating to 
real or personal estate, provides that ‘‘ the expression ‘instrument’ 
does not include . . . an agreement under hand only.” 

The decisions of the courts having given to agreements for leases 
the effect, practically, of leases under seal, such agreements are 
constantly prepared by accountants, house agents, &c., where, 
formerly, the parties would have instructed a solicitor to prepare a 
lease under seal. 

It is the practice of architects to prepare agreements between a 
ap intending to build and the contractor, and I am told bya 
ocal member of that profession that as a rule they receive no fee for 
preparing such agreements, and would be pleased to be relieved of 
the trouble. 

It is probable that many contracts for partnership, as well as for 
numerous purposes other than those I have specified, are made by 
‘* agreements under hand only.” 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
HEWLETT ». ALLEN & SONS—T7th May. 


Master anp Sgervant—Wacres—Payment to Sick anp Accrpgnt Otun— 
Depvuctions—Trvuck Act {1 & 2 Wi. 4, c. 37), ss. 3, 4, 23.. 


Sits wae on capes Ooota on thes St ee Se Se Se W. R. 197; 
1892, 2 Q. B. 662) (Lord Esher, M.R., Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.), 
a judgment of the Divisional Court, but on different grounds. The 
(the present appellant) was in the employ of the defendants (the present 
respondents), who are p tors of confectionery works, and her action 
was brought to recover £1 13s. 7d., being the amount of alleged illegal 
deductions from her wages. The defendants, in answer to this claim, set 
up a document signed thw laintiff, whereby she agreed to conform to 
all the rules and regulations of the defendants’ works. Rule 28 provided 
that ‘‘ all employés will have to become members of the Sick and Accident 
Club.”” By the rules of the club the contributors were to consist of all 
employed in the works, who should contribute in a certain proportion 
according to their wages. The defendants deducted from plaintiff's 
wages the amount so payable by her to the fund and paid it over to the 
proper authority, and of this the plaintiff was aware. On leaving she 
received a sum of 3s. as bonus from the funds of the club. D the 
whole period that the plaintiff was in the employment of the defendants 
she received no actual money or medical attendance from the club, but 
she undoubtedly had enjoyed the advantage of pn he member of the 
club, and would have sick pay und medical nce had she been 
ill during that period. After her employment ceased she brought the 
present action in the county court to recover the total sum that had been 
deducted from her wages as contributions to the club, and the county 
court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff for £1 6s. 10d. upon the 
ground that the Truck Act did not authorize the deductions made. The 
Divisional Court (Day and Charles, JJ.) reversed this judgment, and the 
ae of Appeal dismissed the appeal. The plaintiff appealed to this 
ouse. 
Tur Hovse (Lords Herscuert, C., Watson, Morris, and Sxanp) dis- 
missed the appeal. 
Lord Herscuet., 0. (after shortly stating the facts, continued :—) 
Had it not been for the provisions of the Truck Act of 1887 the appellant 
could not have had any pretence to a claim in respect of the money so 
deducted from her wages and paid on her behalf and with her assent 
to the club of which she had the advantage of being a member. By 
section 3 of the Truck Act of 1887 it was enacted that the entire amount 
of wages earned “shall be actually paid to such artificer in the current 
coin of this realm and not otherwise,’’ and every payment made to such 
artificer by his employer of, or in respect of, any such wages by the 
delivery to him of tools or otherwise than in the current coin aforesaid 
was declared to be illegal, null, and void. By section 4it was provided 
that every artificer should be entitled to recover from his employer the 
whole or so much of the wages as should not have been y paid to 
him in the current coin of the realm. It was upon these two clauses that 
the appellant founded her claim. She ak that, inasmuch as the 
amount of the subscription to the club had been deducted from her wages, 
she had not been her full wages in the current coin of the a 
It appeared to him, however, that a payment by the employer, with 
the appellant’s sanction, of a subscription of this kind, which was a disc 
of an obligation which the appellant had voluntarily taken upon h q 
was the same as a payment to the appellant herself in the current coin of the 
realm would have een, Raa = Ht provision bee —— = 
the subscriptions sho’ out of the rs) em) : 
: oo ch payment being. made, she 


and, as the appellant had assented to each paymen' made, 
could not =e ie a claim There 


upon the provisions of the Truck Act. 


The privileges of solicitors are threatened on all sides, and while | ,,. nothing in the provisions of the ‘ Act to prevent an employer 


every member of the profession should exert himself to resist en- 


upon those whom he employed beco members of a and 


croachments, he should also endeavour to extend his range of poner oe ub, oF o the security of a fidelity association. 
business. Other professions do so, as appears by the letter of Messrs. | would only be a reasonable and eve agreement for an employer to 


W. J. & E. H. Tremellen in your issue of the 5th inst.; and if | enter into, and it was quite clear t 
prohibit agreements of that kind being entered into between employers 


solicitors would exert themselves in this direction they would, in 


at the Legislature never in to 


increased business, realize some compensation for what they have | and employed. In a case very similar to the present one, decided in the 


already lost. 


Court of Appeal (Ex parte Cooper, Re Morris, 26 Ch. D. 693), Lord Selborne 


Could not the Council of the Incorporated Law Society do some- | emarked that he was not Ss Be Fw sor nag Mey Fy 


ewployer on behalf of 


thing at the present time to secure for solicitors the preparation of | © . ” 
agreements not under seal, say, by obtaining the insertion of a cs gp oe Phe ool Li. at fas cath pepenchte Gl use Ae 
clause in the Budget Bill repealing that portion of section 44 of the within end rovisions. In these circumstances he asked their lordships 
Stamp Act interpreting the word “ instrument,” and exempting (for to affirm the of the Court of : Appeal in the present case. 

the 


the benefit of merchants) from the operation of the section contracts 


The other noble lords concurred, appeal was accordingly dis- 


under section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, also wills and powers | missed.— Couns, Robson, Q.C., Corrie Grant, and Compton Smith ; Finlay, 
of attorney on transfer of stock containing no trust, &c., only ? Q.C., and Crispe. Soxscrrons, Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, $ Co. ; Milner Jutsum, 


May 8. M. 1892. 





The following gentlemen have been duly proposed as candidates at the 
ensuing election of the Bar Committee—viz., Mr. Bompas, Q.C., Mr. 
Bosanquet, Q.C., Mr. Pitt-Lewis, Q.C., Mr. Renshaw, Q.0., Mr. Byrne, 


(Reported by C. H. Grarrow, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Lunacy. 
Re EDWARD WINKLE, JUN.—O. A. No. %, 7th May. 


Q.C., M.P., Mr. Farwell, Q.C., and Messrs. W. Appleton, E. F. Bigg, Lunatic—Marmranance—Wire or Lvantio—Jvpoment Caxprron —Exxcu- 


A. M. Bremner, C. G. Ellis, F. Evans, C. h, le Joyce, W. W. 
Knox, Yate Lee, B. F. Lock, Leigh Clare, J. H. Murphy, F. B. Palmer, 
A. J. Ram, A. C. Salter, R. C. Saunders, G. Gills, and E. P. Wolsten- 


TION. 
This was a summons by the lunatic’s wife under section 116 of 


the 
holme. Only sixteen candidates cau be elected. The electors are the | Iunacy Act, 1890. On the 12th of January the | who had pre- 





whole of the Bar, viously carried on business at Great Malvern, was to the county 
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lunatic asylum. On the 9th of February an action in the Queen’s Bench 
Division was commenced against him by his bankers for £315 7s. 6d., the 
amount of an overdraft, and on the 16th of March the plaintiffs obtained 
judgment under order 14. On the 17th of March the plaintiffs lodged a 
writ of fi. fa. with the sheriff, and on the 19th of March, at 11 a.m., the 
sheriff took possession of the lunatic’s goods under the writ. On the 12th 
of March the present summons, returnable on the 21st of March, was 
taken out, asking for an order that the applicant might be at liberty to 
sell the stock in trade and goodwill of the lunatic’s business, together with 
the lease of the business premises, and out of the proceeds of sale to retain 
the sum of £2 weekly for the maintenance of herself and the lunatic, and to 
pay the costs of the Queen’s Bench action. On the 19th of March, at 
4 p.m., Davey, L.J., made an order appointing the present applicant 
interim receiver of the lunatic’s property, with power to enter into imme- 
diate possession, until the present summons should have been heard. On 
the 2ist of March Grantham, J., directed a stay of proceedings under 
the judgment in the Queen’s Bench Division and ordered the sheriff to 
withdraw. The sheriff accordingly withdrew. On the 23rd of April 
the order of Grantham, J, was discharged by the Divisional Court, 
who, however, directed that no fresh proceedings to enforce the judgment 
by the writ of fi. fa. should be taken until the matter had been heard 
before the judge or master inlunacy. The present summons, having been 
adjourned from the 21st of March, came on before the master on the 3rd 
of April, and he made an order appointing the applicant receiver to sell 
all the assets of the lunatic, to pay the proceeds into court and invest 
them in Consols ; out of the dividends and out of corpus, by periodical sales 
of the Consols, to raise £1 per week for maintenance of the lunatic and £1 
per week for maintenance of the wife, and to pay the costs of the application 
and of defending the Queen’s Bench action. The summons having been 
referred to their lordships, counsel for the applicant asked the court to 
confirm the master’s order, and referred to Re Pink (31 W.R. 728, 23 Ch. 
D. 577), Re Pountain (37 Ch. D. 629, 36 W. R. Dig. 106), and Re Plender- 
leith (37 Soxicrrors’ Jovurnar, 699; 1893, 3 Ch. 332). Counsel for the 
judgment creditor contended that he became entitled to a prior charge on 
the property of the lunatic as soon as the fi. fa. was lodged with the 
sheriff, and asked to be included in the scheme. 

Linviey, L.J., said that the property of the lunatic was subject to the 
control of the court by reason of the appointment of the receiver, and, as 
the law stood, the execution creditor was not entitled to take the pro- 
perty of the lunatic, and possibiy send him to a pauper asylum. On the 
other hand, it was just that the creditor’s rights should be preserved. His 
lordship thought that there was no authority for retaining the £1 a week 
for the wife, and that the proper order would be to confirm the scheme 
authorized by the master, striking out the £1 a week to the lunatic’s wife, 
the costs of the applicant to come out of the lunatic’s estate, and the 
judgment creditor to add his costs to his judgment. The order would 
provide that no variation be made in the scheme now confirmed without 
notice to the creditor ; and the order would also be without prejudice to 
any charge or priority the judgment creditor might have acquired by 
lodging the writ of fi. fa. with the sheriff on the 17th of March, 1894. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, FE. 8. Ford; Ernest Pollock. 
Soxicrrors, Street, Poynder, §& Whatley, for H. L. Whatley, Malvern; Black & 
Moss, for Edward Nevinson, Malvern. 


{Reported by Annotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 
LESLIE v. ROTHES—No. 2, 8th May. 


Witi—Constrvcrion—Suirtinc Ciravsr—PErson ENTITLED TO Possession 
on Recetrt or Rents anp Prortrts. 


Appeal from a judgment of Kekewich, J. A testatrix who died in 
1861 by her will devised certain hereditaments to uses in strict settlement. 
The will directed that every male who should become beneficially entitled 
under the will to the possession or to the receipt of the rents and profits 
of the hereditaments should take a certain name and arms, with a gift 
over in default of so doing; that if any person who, under the will, would 
(if this proviso were not inserted) for the time being be entitled to the 
possession, receipt, or enjoyment of the rents, issues, and profits of the 
hereditaments as tenant for life or in tail by purchase should be under the 
age of twenty-one, the trustees of the will should enter into possession of 
the rents, issues, and profits of the hereditaments, and during such 
minority hold and continue such possession or receipt, with full powers of 

ent ; and that, if ‘‘ any person for the time being entitled to the 
possession or to the receipt of the rents and profits’’ of the hereditaments 
should succeed to a certain earldom, then, and in every such case, imme- 
diately thereupon the hereditaments should go over as if such person were 
dead without issue. In 1882 the defendant, an infant, became entitled as 
tenant in tail in possession by purchase, and in 1893, while still an infant, 
succeeded to the earldom. On March 13 Kekewich, J., held that the gift 
over had not taken effect. The plaintiff, the person who would have been 
entitled as tenant for life if the gift over took effect, appealed. 

Tux Court (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linvizy, L.J., said that it was contended that the words “ entitled to 
the possession or to the receipt of the rents and profits’? meant entitled 
‘*in possession ’’ as distinguished from ‘“‘ in reversion,’’ but that was not 
the meaning of the words, which must mean entitled to the possession of 
any part of the estate which might be unlet, and entitled to the receipt of 
the rents and profits of any part which might be let. Upon the construc- 
tion of the will, therefore, as the earl was a minor, he was not entitled to 
the on cr to the receipt of the rents and profits within the mean- 
ing of the shifting clause, and the gift over had not taken effect. 





Lores and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and 
RB. B. Rogers ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Renshaw, Q.C., and Vernon R. Smith ; 
Warmington, Q.C., and E. Knowles Corrie. Sotscrrons, Tuthams § Pym ; 
Russell, Cooke, § Co. 

{Reported by C. F. Duxoax, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ALLEN v. ALLEN AND BELL—No. 2, 2nd May. 


EvienceE—Cnross-EXAMINATION OF RESPONDENT BY Co-RESPONDENT—MIs- 
DIRECTION OF JURY. 


This was an appeal by the co- ndent from a verdict and judgment, 
dated the 15th of March, at a trial before Jeune, P., and a special jury. 
The suit was instituted by Mr, W. E. Allen for the dissolution of his 
marriage, on the grounds of his wife’s adultery with the co-respondent 
Bell and a person unknown. The jury found that Mrs. Allen had been 
guilty of adultery with the co-respondent and also with a man unknown. 
Jeune, P., accordingly made a decree isi, with costs against the co-re- 
spondent. The ney aR now moved that the verdict and judgment 
as against him might set aside, and that judgment might be entered 
for him, upon the ground that there was no evidence to go to the jury that 
he had committed adultery with the respondent, or in the alternative for 
a new trial, on the ground that the verdict was against the weight of the 
evidence, and that the President had misdirected the jury, inter alia, by 
omitting to point out to the jury that some of the evidence in the case, 
which was evidence against the respondent, was not evidence against the 
co-respondent. 

Tue Court (Linptey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) granted a new trial. 

Lorgs, L.J., read the judgment of the court. After fully considering 
the evidence his lordship said that the jury were justified in finding the 
verdict which they did, and continued :—But a new trial is also asked, on 
the ground that the President misdirected the jury, and this raises a very 
important question with regard to the practice in the Divorce Court. The 
respondent, in the course of her evidence, had given an account of certain 
matters at Ostend, which Mr. Murphy, counsel for the co-respondent, 
knew would be at variance with the account the co-respondent would give 
of the same matters, and he sought to put certain questions to her by way 
of cross-examination. The President thereupon said that Mr. Murphy 
‘* must treat her as his witness or treat her as a hostile witness; that there 
was no ground for cross-examining her, and it was a thing he never knew 
done.” In fact, cross-examination was refused. In his summing up the 
President in a marked way contrasted the evidence of the respondent with 
that of the co-respondent. He said: ‘‘There is a complete discrepancy 
between the story told by Mrs. Allen and the story told by Mr. Bell in two 
most important points. There is no getting out of this.”” He then at some 
length dealt with the reasons given by the respondent and co-respondent 
respectively for the visit to Ostend, reasons conflicting with each other, and 
concluded by saying: ‘‘ The two stories are as different as can be, and you 
must judge for yourselves which of these stories is true, or whether either 
of them is true.” This appears to us to be dealing with the evidence of the 
respondent, un-cross-examined by the co-respondent, as admissible 
against the co-respondent, and the evidence of the co-respondent as 
admissible against the respondent. Is this right? If there was a right 
to cross-examine, the admission of the evidence of the respondent and 
co-respondent against each other would be unobjectionable. The 
President held that there was no such right. It is contended that he was 
wrong in contrasting the evidence as he did, and that he ought to have 
allowed cross-examination. In our judgment he was wrong in contrasting 
the evidence as he did, after refusing liberty to cross-examine the re- 
spondent. It appears to us contrary to all rules of evidence, and opposed 
to natural justice, that the evidence of one party should be received as 
evidence against another party without the latter having an opportunity 
of testing its truthfulness by cross-examination. In the case of prisoners 
jointly charged with an offence the jury are always most carefully warned 
that what one may say inculpating the other 1s not evidence against that 
other. ‘The reason is because one prisoner cannot cross-examine another, 
and therefore their statements condemnatory of each other, unassailable 
by cross-examination, would be valueless. But when two prisoners are 
jointly indicted, and a witness called by one of them gives evidence 
criminatory of the other, the latter has a right to cross-examine that. 
witness: 2. v. Burditt (6 Cox C. C. 458). In refusing liberty to the 
co-respondent to cross-examine the respondent the President has acted on 
the authority of Glennie v. Glennie (38. & T. 109). The learned judge in 
that case, Sir C. Cresswell, held that counsel for the co-respondent could 
not examine a witness called for the respondent without adopting her as 
his own witness, and said, ‘‘ You clearly cannot cross-examine her. Ifso, 
how can you examine her in chief unless she is your witness?’’ The 
witness was then examined as the witness of the co-respondent. Any 
judgment of Sir C. Cresswell must carry great weight, but this case was 
decided before any large experience of the practice of the Divorce Court 
had been acquired. Moreover, it is not satisfactorily reported. In 
the courts of common law, in the case of co-defendants, one co-defendant 
would have a right to cross-examine another co-defendant called as a 
witness, and the evidence of one would be evidence against the other. In 
the case of Lord v. Colvin (3 Drew. 222) it was held that a defendant 
might cross-examine another defendant’s witnesses. If a defendant 
may cross-examine his co-defendant’s witnesses, d fortiori he may 
cross-examine his co-defendant if he gives evidence. If it is ob- 
jected that there is no issue between a respondent and a co-respondent, 
the answer is that, in most cases, there is no issue between co-defendants ; 
but still the right to cross-examination exists. In our judgment no 
evidence given by one party affecting another party in the same litigation 
can be made admissible against that other party unless there is a right to 


cross-examine, gnd we are at 4 loss to eee why there should be any devia= 
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tion from that rule in the Divorce Court. The case of Glennie v. Glennie 
was decided in 1863, before the passing of the Law of Evidence Amend- 
ment Act of 1869, which rendered parties to ings instituted in con- 
sequence of adultery competent witnesses, subject to the proviso that they 
were not liable to be asked, or bound to answer, any question ing to 
shew that they had been guilty of adultery, unless they had in the same 
proceedings given evidence in disproof of it. We understand this to 
mean that a party tendering himself as a witness to disprove an act of 
adultery is not protected from being cross-examined as to other acts of 
adultery if these last be charged in the proceedings: Brown v. Brown and 
Paget (L. R. 3P. & M. 198). The evidence is not rendered inadmussible, 
but protection is only afforded to the witness if he himself claims it: 
Hebblethwaite v. Hebblethwaite (L. R. 2 P. & M. 29). Subject to this 
proviso, we should have thought that the competency of parties to pro- 
ceedings instituted in oe of adultery was absolute, and that, in 
respect of examination and cross-examination, they were in the same 
predicament as other witnesses. We entertain grave doubts if Glennie v. 
Glennie can be supported and practice in accordance with it maintained 
after the Evidence Amendment Act of 1869. It is, however, unnecessary 
in the present case to express a concluded opinion on this point, because 
we are clearly of opinion that, if the judge refuses to allow a co-respondent 
to cross-examine the respondent, as he did in this case, the jury should be 
distinctly directed to disregard the respondent’s evidence when considering 
the case of the co-respondent. There must be a new trial; each party 
will bear his own costs of the trial; the appellant will have the costs of 
the appeal; the costs of the new trial to abide the event.—Covunskz1, 
Murphy, Q.C., Bigham, Q.C., and Bargrave Deane; Sir H. James, Q.C., Sir 
E. Clarke, Q.C., Lockwood, Q.C., and Searle. Sottcrrors, Jarry, Sherlock, 
§ King; J. B. Roberts. 

[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MELLIN v. WHITE—No. 2, 9th May. 
Line msvuriovs To TRADE—ADVERTISEMENT—INJUNCTION. 


Appeal from a judgment of Romer, J. The plaintiff was the proprietor 
and manufacturer of a food known as ‘‘ Mellin’s Infants’ Food,’’ which he 
supplied wholesale to the trade. The defendant, who was the proprietor 
of ‘* Dr. Vauce’s Food for Infants and Invalids,”’ retailed the plaintiff’s 
food. He affixed to the wrappers in which the plaintiff’s goods were sold 
a label which ran as follows :—‘‘ Notice.—The public are recommended to 
try ‘ Dr. Vance’s Prepared Food for Infants and Invalids,’ it being far 
more nutritious and healthful than any other preparation yet known.” 
The plaintiff alleged that the said label was affixed in order to induce the 
public to believe that his food was inferior to the defendant’s, and asked 
for an injunction to restrain the defendant from selling his food otherwise 
than under the original wrappers, or with any unauthorized additions 
thereto. Romer, J., held that what the defendant had done did not 
amount to a trade libel, and that he was not entitled to relief. The plain- 
tiff appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) granted a new trial. 

Linptey, L.J., said that the learned judge of the court below had 
gone too far on the materials before him. He seemed to have thought 
that even if the plaintiff’s evidence was uncontradicted, he had no 
legal ground of complaint. The defendant had brought on himself 
a new form of attack by adopting a new form of advertisement. The 
questions whether or not the defendant’s acts had disparaged the plaintiff's 
goods, whether or not the defendant's statement was false, and whether 
or not it was likely to cause damage to the plaintiff had all been left open. 
If those questions were decided in the plaintiff’s favour, on the authority 
of The Western Counties Manure Co. v. The Lawes Chemical Manure Co. (9 
Ex. Cas. 213), Thomas v. Williams (14 Ch. D. 864), and Radcliffe v. Evans 
(2 Q. B. 524), he would be entitled to the relief asked. The order must, 
therefore, be discharged, and a new trial directed. 

Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. —Counset, Moulton, Q.C., and A. a’B. 
Terrell; Neville, Q.C., and Macnaghten. Soxtcrrors, Eldred § Bignold, 
A. W. Mills, for Cousins § Burbage. 

[Reported by C. F. Dunoay, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS CO, v. TURNER—Chitty, J., 4th May. 
InsuncTtion—Fraup—IM1TaTION—OMNIBUS. 


This was an application by the plaintiffs to restrain the defendant, an 
omnibus proprietor, from running or using any omnibus of his having 
painted thereon the words ‘‘ London General,’’ or any other words or 
devices, so as to form or be a colourable imitation of the plaintiffs’ 
omnibuses, or so painted and lettered as to lead to the belief that the 
defendant’s omnibuses were the plaintiffs’ omnibuses. It appeared that 
the defendant was running an omnibus on the road from Liverpool-street 
to Putney, panelled similarly to the plaintiffs’ omnibuses, but with the 
words “‘ London General Post Office, St. Paul’s,”’ in the place of the words 
‘** London General Omnibus Co. (Limited) ’’ on the corresponding nat of 
the plaintiffs’ omnibuses, and there was evidence of persons having, in 
fact, mistaken defendant’s omnibus for one of the plaintiffs’. For the plain- 
tiffs, Knott v. Morgan (2 Keen, 213), referred to by Wood, V.C., as the case 
of the omnibus companies in Woollam v. Ratchffe (1 H. & M. 259, at p. 
261) was relied on. The defendant, who appeared in person, offered to 
paint out the above words. He did not file any evidence. 

Curry, J., said that it was claimed that a gross fraud had been com- 
mitted. There was no monopoly in any of the particulars of the imitation 
complained of, but the defendant was deceiving the public into the belief 


that his omnibus was one of the plaintiffs’ omnibuses. There was no 
distinction between an omnibus and goods brought into the market in 
point of law. The get up of the two omnibuses here was the same. The 
only difference was in certain words. But the user of the words was not 
the only thing, there was their position, colour, and get up. The words 
shewed the intention of going as far as » while leaving a loophole 
for escape in an action. defendant 2 ee ee ee ee 
goodwill, and there must be an injunction in the form of the injunction 
in Knott v. Morgan.—Covunsst, Farwell, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson. Sots 
c1tor, William Hicks. 
[Reported by J, F. Wauey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HODSON’S SETTLEMENT, — v. ENIGHT—Chitty, J., 9th 
J: 


Inrant—Marriace Serriement—OonrrreMaTion pvurinc CoverTuRE—~ 
REPUDIATION ON BECOMING DiscovERT. 


A female infant, being entitled, but not for her 
tingent reversionary share in the proceeds of sale 
the will of a peg a died in 1877, a Range me Sow her 
marriage in Jan , 1879, containing a covenant by an usband 
80 fonated an to inahedn thio dhane whadiean 0 Seth tube paneeation deckams the 
coverture or afterwards. She attained twenty-one on the 30th of May, 
1880. On the 19th of June, 1880, she executed a deed confirming 
settlement, but the deed was not acknow under the Fines and 
Recoveries Act or Malins’ Act. Her husband on the 6th of April, 
1893, and the interest fell into possession on the 2nd of June, 1893, where- 
upon the widow claimed the fund, that she was not bound by 
ovtes smdiideh ¢ Gaal Gala a eck > eee 
coverture prec a woman m or a 
covenamh eaheaed take tay hen ab6 and an infant, and therefore the 
case of Edwards v. Carter (1893, A. C. 360) did not apply. The repudiator 
must have the ity of contracting. 

Curry, J., said that Edwards v. Carter shewed that the affirming, either 
expressly or tacitly 5 3 allowing a reasonable time to elapse, was not 
equivalent to entering into a new covenant, or making a new disposition 
of the property comprised in the covenant. This distinction between anew 
promise and a ratification after majority of a promise made during infancy 
was maintained in Harris v. Wall (1 Ex. 130), where ratification was de- 
fined to be act or declaration which recognized the promise as binding, 
a definition w' ‘was subsequent] in Mawson v. Blane (10 Ex. 
206). Those authorities disposed of the objection so far as it related to 
the point that the affirmance of the voidable covenant was equivalent to a 
new covenant or a new disposition, but they left the point as to the dis- 
ability of coverture open. On that point the decision of Pearson, J., in 
Burnaby v. The Equitable Reversionary Interest Society (28 Oh. D. 416) was 
not immaterial. ‘Chere the married woman did no act during the cover- 
ture affirming or disaffirming the covenant, and it was held that after her 
death the voidable covenant could not be avoided, and that the 
was bound. us far there was no distinction between the 
covenant of a afterwards marrying and that of a man. 
disability of coverture did not extend to a case of equitable election. 
A feme covert could elect whether she would take under or against an instru- 
ment executed by another person, and she could elect out of court: Wil- 
liams v. Baily (L. R. 2 Eq. 731), Smith v. Lucas (30 W. R. 451, 18 Ch. D. 531), 
Greenhillv. North British Mercantile Insurance Co. (42 W.R.91; 1893, 3Ch. 480). 
It would be inconsistent to hold that she could exercise her right of 
election as to an instrument executed by another, but not as to one 
executed by herself. It was unquestio that she could repudiate or 
disaffirm during coverture. It almost necessarily followed that she could 
affirm. The point was really covered by Barrow v. Barrow (6 W. R. 714, 
4K. &J. 409). The Vice-Chancellor referred to fraud, but in a 
sense in which it would not be now employed. There was no fraudulent 
misrepresentation or concealment on her part. She merely set up her 
coverture as a disability, and if it ety ce ve in law or in 
was no fraud to setitup. The effect of the was to negative the 
disability. The principle of the decision was adopted and enforced by 
Kay, J., in Wilder v. Piggott (31 W. R. 377, 22 Ch. D. 267). That case 
was not distinguishable from the There the married woman had 
by deed elected to confirm a settlement made by her while an infant, and 
it was held that her con t interest in personalty was thereby bound. 
The evidence that the deed been acknowledged by her was immaterial, 
because Malins’ Act did not to the interest in question. The case, 
intention of the ——_ oe 
expressed in to recognize as binding a settlement which was - 
able by enete dt Ue tala For those reasons his lordship held that 
fund in question was bound by the settlement of 1879.—Counssi, Lyttleton 
Chubb ; Bovill Smith ; Byrne,Q.C., and Ingpen, Soxscrrors, 7. Houghton ¢ 
Son ; Parish § Hickson. 

(Reported by G. Row.axp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ROLFE, FYSON v. JOHNSON—North, J., lst May. 
Practice—Norice OF SETTING DOWN FOR FuRTHER CONSIDERATION. 
Upon this action coming on for further consideration, the question 
arose whether —— who had oo with notice —— judg. 
ment, but who not appeared, ough we been served 
. further consideration. 


of 
the down of the action for Reference was 
own C . 16, r. 40; ord, 36, r. 21; and ord. 55,r. 40. ~ 
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on parties who had elected not to appear.—Covunset, Bramwell Davis ; 


Ryland. Souicitors, Alexander Pope ; Belfrage § Co., for Sparke § Son, Bury 
St. Edmunds. ; : : 
[Reported by G, B. Hamittoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re McHENRY, McDERMOTT ». BOYD, Er parte LEVITA—North, J., 3rd 
and 4th May 


BankrvurTcy—ANNULMENT—CREDITOR MAKING SECRET ARRANGEMENT. 


This was a summons to vary the chief clerk’s certificate, taken out by 
the executors of McHenry, who became bankrupt in 1886. A claim of 
G. Levita against his estate for £37,000 was admitted at £25,000, and 
assigned to L. Levita. In 1889 proceedings were taken to annul the 
bankruptcy, and £40,000 was given to trustees for the purpose of buying 
up the bankrupt’s debts. The petition for annulment was allowed on 
the 24th of February, 1890. By an indenture dated the 20th of December, 
1889, Levita assigned the claim for £25,000 to the trustees in considera- 
tion of £2,000. McHenry privately agreed with Levita to pay him 
£6,000 if he consented to assign the claim for £2,000, and the chief clerk 
allowed Levita’s claim for that amount. 

Nortn, J., said the court made an order for the annulment of bank- 
ruptcy upon the footing that the debtor was freed from the claims of his 
creditors. It was obvious that McHenry offered Levita the sum as an 
inducement to execute the assignment. It was impossible that he should 
be allowed to receive a bribe. Jackman v. Mitchell (13 Ves. 581), Hail v. 
Dyson (17 Q. B. 785), and Nerot v. Wallace (3 T. R. 17) afforded ample 
ground for that conclusion. If the onus of proof that the arrangement 
was a secret one was on the executors, he held that the nature of the trans- 
action showed an intention of secrecy.—Counszgx, Reed, Q.C., and Broxholin ; 
Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., and Clauson. Soricrrors, Hores & Pattison; Link- 
later § Co. 

{Reported by G. B. Hamiitox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ALDIN v. LATIMER, CLARK, & CO.—Stirling, J., 1st May. 


EasEMENT—RiGur To access or Arr—LeEssor AND LEssEE—DEROGATION 
FROM GRANT. 


This was an action by the lessee of certain premises at Richmond, 
Surrey, to restrain the defendants, who were owners of adjoining property, 
from in various ways infringing his rights as lessee. In April, 1878, one 
Munro, who had formerly carried on business as a stonemason and timber 
merchant upon the premises now occupied by the plaintiff and defendants, 
sold his business of timber merchant to the plaintiff, and on the Ist of 
July, 1878, granted to him a lease of the premises on which that business 
was carried on. The lease was for twenty-one years at a yearly rent of 
£160, and contained a covenant by the plaintiff to carry on upon the pre- 
mises the timber trade theretofore carried on by the lessor, and a covenant 
by Munro for quiet enjoyment. Subsequently the plaintiff, with the con- 
sent of Munro, who paid a part of the cost, erected an additional timber- 
shed on the demised premises, for which he paid an additional rent. 
Munro continued to carry on his business of stonemason till his death 
in 1892. After his death his devisees sold to the defendants all the pre- 
mises occupied by him prior to 1878 (including the premises leased to the 
plaintiff), and the defendants proceeded to erect electric lighting works 
upon the premises adjoining the eng ag The plaintiff put forward 
four grounds of complaint as entitling him to relief, the chief of which 
was in respect of interference with the access of air to the drying-sheds 
used in connection with his timber business. The plaintiff alleged that 
this interference rendered the sheds substantially less useful for the pur- 
poses of the timber business which he was obliged, by the terms of his 
lease, to carry on. He contended that the acts of the defendants con- 
stituted either a derogation from the grant contained in the lease or a 
breach of the covenant for quiet enjoyment. 

Sririine, J., said that the principle relied on by the plaintiff had been 

ized in the modern cases of North-Eastern Railway Co. vy. Elliot 
(8 W. BR. 603, 13. & H. 145), Caledonian Railway Co. v. Sprot (4 W. R. 659, 
2 Macq. 449), and Robinson vy. Kilvert (37 W. R. 545, 41 Ch. D. 88). In 
the first of these cases it was held that if a landowner conveyed one of two 
closes to another he could not afterwards do anything to derogate from his 
grant, and, if the conveyance was made for the express purpose of having 
buildings erected upon the land so granted, a covenant was implied on 
the part of the grantor to do nothing to prevent the land being used for 
the purpose for which, to the knowledge of the grantor, the conveyance 
was made. His lordship then referred to various cases in which the 
question of right to access of air had arisen, such as Hall v. Lichfield 
Brewery Co. (43 L. T. N. S. 380, 29 W. R. Dig. 75), Bass v. Gregory (25 
Q. B. D. 481, 39 W. R. Dig. 79), and Webb v. Bird (13 C. B. N.S. 841, 10 
W. R. Dig. 33), and said that the judgments in those cases seemed to 
shew that, under a grant expressed in general terms and not made for any 
specific purpose, the grantee would not acquire a right by way of easement 
to the access of air except when such right was enjoyed through a definite 
channel over adjoining property. But there was nothing in these cases 
inconsistent with the principle laid down in the three cases he had first 
mentioned, that the grantor of land to be used for a particular purpose 
‘was under an obligation to abstain from doing anything on the sdiclainn 
py belonging to him which would prevent the land granted from 
ig used for the purpose for which the grant was made. This seemed 
to accord with the general rule that a grantor may not derogate from his 
own grant, and tobe far more consonant with justice than that contended 
for by the defendants—viz., that the grantee had no right of action unless 
the grantor could be proved to be acting maliciously. Upon the evidence 
on this part of the case his lordship thought the plaintiff was not entitled 
toan injunction, but that he was entitled to an ing as to the ——- 
he had sustained by reason of the defendants’ aildings rendering 
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sheds less fit for use in the ordinary course of his business.—CownszL, 


Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Ingpen ; Finlay, Q.C., Phipson Beale, Q.C., and 
Marcy. Sowscrrors, Tempany § Co. ; Pollard. 
[Reported by Arno.p Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re GENERAL PHOSPHATE CORPORATION (LIM.); Itc GREAT 
NORTHERW TRANSVAAL GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.); Re DELHI 
STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 25th April. 

Company—Winpinc vup—Pupirc Examination —OrriciaL RecelveR — 
Pama Facre Cask oy Fravp—Rerort or Orrictat RecetveEr—Expres- 
sion oF Oprintion THAT FRAUD HAD BEEN CoMMITTED — COMPANIES 
(Wixpine-vup) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 8. 8, suB-secTION (2). 
The following judgment was delivered by Vaughan Williams, J., in 

court on the question of whether the statement in terms by the official 

receiver that in his opinion a fraud had been committed by some person 
answering the description mentioned in sub-section 3 of section 8 of the 

Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, was a condition precedent to the 

jurisdiction to make an order for examination. There were no arguments 

in court and only the judgment was delivered in court. 

Vavecnan Wiis, J.—The question I have to decide before I can 
make the order for examination asked for in these cases is, Whether or not 
the statement in terms by the official receiver in his report of his opinion 
that ‘‘a fraud has been committed’’ by some person of the class mentioned 
in sub-section 3 of section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, in 
the promotion or formation of the company, or in relation to the company 
since the formation thereof, is a condition precedent to the jurisdiction to 
make the order for examination, and what constitutes the expression of 
such an opinion? This question has been before the Court of Appeal and 
was argued by counsel in the case of Re Trust and. Investment Corporation of 
South Africa (40 W. R. 689; 1892, 3 Ch. 332). The report of the 
official receiver in that case did not state m terms the opinion of the 
official receiver that fraud had been committed, but the court nevertheless 
ordered a public examination. The judgment of the court, however, was 
only given on an ex parte appeal, and was in terms only directed to 
the question whether the order for examination could be made on 
an ex parte applicacion and whether: the report need indicate fraud on 
the part of the person ordered to be examined. Since, and in 
consequence of this decision, I have always thought it right to make orders 
if the report of the official receiver disclosed a primd facie case of fraud even 
though the report did not express in terms the opinion that fraud had 
been committed, and I have treated the report and application of the 
official receiver as a sufficient indication of the opinion of the official 
receiver. It seems, however, from observations of members of the Court 
of Appeal in the recent case of Re New Zealand Loan and Mercantile Agency 
Co. (Limited) (38 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 339), that the court, without 
expressly departing from the decision in the Trust and Investment Corpora- 
tion case and without saying that an expression in terms of an opinion 
by the official receiver that fraud has been committed was a condition 
precedent to the jurisdiction of the court to order a public examination 
indicated a view that it was desirable that the official receiver should 
express in terms the opinion referred to in sub-section 2 of section 8. I, 
therefore, have now to consider how far I ought to require the expression 
in terms of such an opinion and what the nature of the opinion thus to be 
expressed is. Now the object of the examination is manifestly to ascer- 
tain whether such fraud has been committed. It is obvious, therefore, 
that one should not read the section so as to make the conclusion in fact 
that such a fraud has been committed a condition precedent to the order 
for examination, The utmost that the section can mean is that the 
official receiver should state that on the information before him, uncontra- 
dicted and unexplained, he is of opinion that a primd facie case is made of 
fraud having been committed, and that he believes such information to be 
true. To give, however, the words “‘ state his opinion that a fraud has been 
committed ”’ this meaning is no small departure from the literal meaning 
of the words, for to state an opinion that there is a primd facie case that a 
fraud has been committed, is manifestly not the same thing as to express 
an opinion that fraud has been committed. Some light is thrown on the 
meaning of the words by previous legislation, for the opinion of the official 
receiver embodied in his report seems to be made evidence by rule 333 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules of 1886, and the object of the Legislature generally 
would seem to be to enable the official receiver to bring before the court 
matters as to which he has no personal knowledge and can only be speak- 

from information and belief. Thus by the 16th section of the Debtors 

Act, 1869, it is enacted that ‘‘ where a trustee in bankruptcy reports to 

any court exercising jurisdiction in bankruptcy that in his opinion a 

bankrupt has been guilty of any offence under this Act, or where the court 

is satisfied upon the representation of any creditor or member of the 
committee of inspection that there is ground to believe that the bankrupt 
has been guilty of any offence under this Act, the court shall, if it appears 
to the court that there is a reasonable probability that the bankrupt may 
be convicted, order the trustee to prosecute the bankrupt for such offence.’’ 

Now in this section it is impossible to suppose that it was intended that 

more should be required of the trustee (whose duties in this respect are 

now performed also by the official receiver) as the condition of an order to 
ute than is required of a creditor making a representation to the 


court. It is plain that in either case the facts must be stated, because the 
court is only to order the prosecution if it appears to the court that there 
is a reasonable probability that the bankrupt may be convicted, a matter 
unless the facts upon which the applica- 

, then, does the section require that the 


of which the court cannot j 
tion is based are before it. 
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trustee or official receiver should report that in his — a bankrupt has 
been guilty of an offence under the Debtors Act? It seems to be because 
the official receiver is entitled te bring before the court matters based on 
information and belief, in which case it is only reasonable that the 
expression of his belief in a primd facie case of fraud should be made a 
condition of his obtaining an order for public examination. It seems to 
me that section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, in the same 
way intends that the official receiver should re matters of information 
and belief, but that when doing so he should pledge himself that such 
matters, in his opinion, constitute fraud by some person—not defining 
which nensenailin g within the description of persons mentioned in 
sub-section 2 of that section. Ido not say that the expression of this 
opinion is a condition precedent, but I do say that it is convenient in practice 
that the opinion of the official receiver should be so . The 
opinion so to be expressed, in my judgment, however, as I have already 
said, is merely an opinion of the official receiver that the facts of which he 
has knowledge or whick he believes to be true, and which he sets forth in 
his report, constitute a primd facie case that fraud has been committed in 
the promotion or formation of the com , or in relation to the company 
since the formation thereof. Unless, therefore, the official receiver is pre- 
pared to make this or an equivalent statement, I do not think that I ought 
to make an order. If he is willing to add this statement to each report I 
shall then make the order in each case for the public examination, but in 
the case of the Phosphate Co. it will in the first instance be limited 
to two of the persons named in the report. 


| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE HARVEY OYSTER CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 3rd May. 


Company — ContrinvTory — APPLICATION FoR SHARES — UNDERWRITING 
ConTRACT. 


This was a summons by the applicants that the list of contributories of 
the above-named {company and that the liquidators’ certificate finally 
settling the same might be varied by excluding the names of the applicants 
therefrom, and that the liquidators might be ordered to pay the costs of 
the application. The applicant had signed an underwriting letter 
directed to the promoter of the company in the following form for 1,000 
shares: ‘‘I agree for the consideration hereinafter stated at any time 
within three months from the date hereof, if and when called upon by 
you, to subscribe or find responsible subscribers of shares of £1 each of 
this company you may require not exceeding 1,000 in accordance with the 
terms of the prospectus dated the 8th of April, 1893, and to pay, or cause 
to be paid, the instalments upon the said shares in accordance with the 
terms of the said prospectus, in consideration whereof you are to pay me a 
commission of five per cent. in respect of each of the said 1,000 shares.”’ 
Then followed a clause relieving the underwriter of liability on the shares 
being subscribed for by the public and as to payment of the said com- 
mission. The underwriting letter continued thus: ‘‘This agreement is 
to be irrevocable, and to be sufficient in itself to authorize you, in the event 
of my not subscribing or finding responsible subscribers as above 
mentioned, to subscribe for the said shares in my name, and to authorize 
the directors of the company to allot such shares in my name, and to enter 
my name in the company’s register jin respect thereof. It is a condition 
precedent of -my liability to subscribe or find subscribers as aforesaid 
that the said prospectus shall be properly issued to the — that 
sufficient copies of such prospectuses shall be printed and circulated 
among responsible persons.—I am,” &c. It appeared [from the evidence 
that no notice was given to the underwriter calling upon him to subscribe 
or find responsible subscribers for any number of shares. The prospectus 
was stated not to have been properly issued to the public nor it was stated 
were sufficient copies printed or circulated among responsible persons. It 
was also stated that the offer contained in the underwriting letter had never 
been accepted. The shares were allotted on the 27th of April, 1893, and the 
= was settled on the list of contributories in the winding up by the 
official receiver. In these circumstances the applicant said that the 
promoter had no authority from him to apply for or agree to accept any 
shares or to authorize the directors to allot any shares to him or to enter 
his name on the register, nor had any other person any authority to do 
any of the things aforesaid, and that his name had been wrongly entered 
on the list of contributories. The Brussels Palace of Varieties v. Prockter 
(10 T. L. R. 72) and Ex parte Audain (37 W. R. 674, 42 Ch. D. 1) were 
referred to. 

Vaucuan W1.1aMs, J., said that the name of the applicant had been 
wrongly put on the register, and ought to be removed from the list of 
contributories. He was of opinion that there was no authority to make 
the application for shares. The case was just as if a stranger had been 
placed on the list. Therefore the person whose name was placed on the list 
was under no liability. He agreed that the applicant was liable within 
three months to be called upon to subscribe or find msible sub- 
scribers to the agreed extent, but it was common ground that no eppli- 
cation had been made to him to subscribe or find responsible subscribers. 
It was said that the letter was meant to be used as an authority to apply 
for shares, therefore there had been no call made on the underwriter to 
subscribe or find nsible subscribers. He had never been called upon ; 
if he had been he ht have been liable. In Ex parte Audain the question 
was raised whether the person signing the letter intended that it should 
be used immediately as an application for shares. What ultimately turned 
the court was the postscript to the letter, which was as follows: ‘“‘ We 
further agree to pay the application money upon any balance of shares 
required to make up the 10,000 within one week’s daie.’’ Cotton, L.J., 
says ‘* The postscript to the letter written by the appellant shews that he 





considered that what he had done amounted to an —s and that 
he himself treated the letter not only as a guarantee 


as an applica- . 


tion for allotment, and in my opinion it must be regarded as an a) - 
tion to take the balance of tho shases soquteed te make the £10,000.” 
It was not intended that the letter in the present case should be so treated. 
—CounsgL, Cane ; Gore Browne ; H. Greenwood. Sourcrrors, FE. C. Rawlings ; 
Farmer, Gray, § Tottenham. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxr, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re LAND SECURITIES CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 3rd May. 


CompaNny—Winvinc vurp—Svupsrvistion Orpsr—Liquipator rn VOLUNTARY 
WINDING UP CONTINUED UNDER SUPERVISION—EXAMINATION OF OFFICERS 
or Company—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 115—Oom- 
panigs (WinpING-uP) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 8. 8. 


In this case two winding-up petitions were presented, on one of which a 
supervision order was asked for, and on the other a compulsory order, on 
the ground that an investigation was necessary into the company’s affairs 
under the Companies (W -up) Act, 1890. 

Vavenan Wiis, J., le & su m order, saying that he was 
of opinion that the court might, of its own motion, order an examination 
under section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862. He the result would 
be that a proper investigation and examination take place: if it 
could be shewn that under an order to continue a voluntary winding up 
under supervision, that there would be an efficient administration by the 
voluntary liquidator, a great advan would accrue to the commercial 
world. The liquidator must to make an investigation and 
report whether an examination was required, and there would be also 
liberty to any contributory or creditor to apply for an examination if the 

iquidator reported in the negative.—CounsEL, Farwell, Q.0., and Kirby ; 
Byrne,.Q.C., and C. E. E. Jenkins ; Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., ; 
Phipson Beale, Q.C.; Bramwell Davis, Turton, and Hudson. Soxicrrors, 
Ashurst Morris § Co. ; Debenham §& Walker ; R. C. Ponsonby ; Gibbs, White, 
§ Co. ; Norman § Aston. 
(Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE ART UNION OF LONDON i _ OVERSEERS OF THE SAVOY— 
y. 

Merrorotis—Ratingc—ExempTion—Socrgty InstiruTep ror THE PuRPosEs 

or Fring Arrs—Votuntary ContrisvTions—Prorits To Memners—6 & 

7 Vicr. c. 36. * 

This was a case stated for the Dm of the court, raising the A eye 
of the liability of the Art Union of London to pay the rates for w’ they 
were assessed under the Metropolis t Acts. The Art Union 
contended that they were exempted from the payment of rates under 6 & 
7 Vict. c. 36, because they-were established exclusively for the p' of 
science, literature, or the fine arts. The case stated that the 7 was 
established in the year 1837 for the advancement the 
fine arts, and for promoting and 
and love of the arts of design on the part of the public generally. 
In December, 1846, the society was incorporated by Charter, 
which vested the management in a 
works of art selected or - as prizes in each year sho 
some convenient place in the a and that the members of the 
society should have free access to same, under such ions as 
should from ge Fy be made. re es _ 
members of the society for one year, and receive annually an engra’ 
copy of a work of art, and also a chance of - : 
member might have any num! extra chances of a prize ying 
pyr eaty he The prizes are awarded by lot, omit of 
the annual or other works of art purchased by the society, and be 


-works of art to be selected by the prize-holders from various 


pictures in London. Premiums Ney tet than £3,000 had been 
awarded to artists by the society, which, the works of art in its 
possession, owned a small reference hee and the in which 
they conducted their operations. On of the overseers it was con- 
tended that the society, which had hitherto been rated 

not entitled to the exemption claimed, inasmuch 


not volun’ within the meaning of the Act, the society being carried on 
for the benefit of subscribers Jan oe, Fae cae eee 
benefit from it. The exemption by the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 36 is in 


& ‘ 
favour of ‘‘ any land, houses, or buildings belonging to society insti- 
tuted for purposes of science, literature, or the om 
as tenant wt owner, oe ie it 
business and for carrying provided 
soclety aball be supported wholly or im past ty sxnunl volun 
tions, and shall not, and by its laws may not, make any di gift, 
division, or bonus in money wate cn seteees Seay Be ae pro- 
vided also that such society shall obtain the of’’ the Registrar 
Friendly Societies. It was admitted that one of the bye-laws of the society 
prohibited the distribution of a bonus in money amongst its members, 
and that the necessary certificate had been obtained. The following cases 
were cited: Churchwardens of Birmingham v. Shaw (10 Q. B. , R. Vv. Gar- 
kell (16 Q. B. 472), R. v. Overseers of Manchester (16 Q. B. > Church 
wardens of St. Anne v. The Linnean (3 E. & B. 798), R. v. 
Library ant Taney Se L. J. M. C. 73), Liverpool Library v. 

. 0. Ve 
of 


Liverpool (29 L. J. M 1), Marylebone Vestry v. Zoological Society (3 
tn m Comme ind ry AE tr App. Cas. 334), 
Russell Institution v. Vestry . Giles . ° 

Tue Couns (Waicut and Cotims, 5 dismissed 


ae ing 
Wuicur, J.—I think there is no ground for allowing exemption 
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here. Upon the materials before us, I think that this institution is in 
substance an authorized art lottery—I do not use the term in any offensive 
sense—and that its object is not the pursuit of science, literature, or fine 
arts exclusively. It has long ago been held that a society which has 
originally been instituted for these purposes, but has altered its objects, 
does not come within the exemption. It is clear to my mind, upon the 
facts in this case, that personal gain to the members is one of the objects 
of the 99 and, that being so, the contributions are not voluntary. 
Cours, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunset, McCali, Q.C., 
and L. S. Bristowe; Poland, Q.C., and Haldinstein. Soutcrrors, Hopgoods $ 
Dowson ; Van Tromp. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
COLE v. ELEY—Q. B. Div., 4th May. 


Souicrron—Lien ror Costs—AsstGNMENT OF JUDGMENT Dent—CHARGING 
Orper—Soticrrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. Cc. 127), s. 28. 


This was an appeal from Lawrance, J., in chambers, who granted a 
charging order to the solicitor of the plaintiff in the action of Cole v. Eley 
under the following circumstances. The plaintiff had judgment entered 
for him, the acticn having been compromised, and thereupon assigned a 
part of the judgment debt to one Read, who had been a witnesss in the 
action. Notice of the assignment was given to the plaintiff's solicitor, 
who obtained a charging order upon the judgment debt for his costs and 
expenses. The Solicitors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 127), enacts, by 
section 28, that the court may declare the solicitor entitled to a charge 
upon the property recovered, ‘‘and all conveyances and acts done to 
defeat . . such charge . . . shall, unless made to a bond fide 
purchaser for value without notice, be absolutely void - . as against 
such charge.” The assignee (Read) appealed to the Divisional Court, on 
the ground that he was a bond fide purchaser without notice. Counsel for 
the appellant argued that the assignment was made before the charging 
order, and that the assignee was protected. For the respondent it was 
said that ‘‘ without notice’’ meant ‘‘ without notice of the lien,’’ not 
** without notice of the charge,’’ and that the assignee had notice of the 
solicitor’s lien. The following cases were cited :—Zmden v. Carte (19 
Ch. D. 311), Haymes v. Cooper (12 W. R. 539), Re Suffield (20 Q. B. D. 
693), Faithfull v. Ewen (7 Ch. D. 495), Shippey v. Grey (28 W. R. 877), 
Hirsch v. Coates (4 W. R. 656). 

Tue Covrt (Cuartes and Corts, JJ.) held that the appeal must be 
dismissed. ‘‘ Without notice”’’ in section 28 of the statute of 1860 (23 & 
24 Vict. c. 127) meant ‘‘ without notice of the lien,’’ not ‘‘ without notice 
of the charge,” as the statute seemed at first sight to convey. The 
assignee, it was true, had no express notice of the lien, but the authorities 
clearly shewed that he had actual notice. Haymes v. Cooper decided that 
the assignee of a fund in court takes subject to the eolicitor’s lien, and in 
Faithfull v. Ewen, which was followed in Shippey v. Grey (a garnishee case), 
it was held that notice of a pending suit is notice of the solicitor’s rights 
under the Solicitors Act, 1860. They were bound by Faithfull v. Ewen, 
and the c order was therefore right. Appeal dismissed —CounseL, 
H. Kent ; Crispe and Hawtin. Soxtcrrors, F. Norton ; Montagu Scott § Baker. 

[Reported by T. Maruew, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR TWELVE 
MONTHS. 


9 May—Epucnp Gronce Greener (41, Margery-park-road, Forest Gate). 





*,* In the report of Ponting v. Noakes, at p. 439, for ‘dismissed the 
appeal’’ read ‘‘ allowed the appeal.’’ : 


OFFICIALISM. 


Tue following is a further report by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society as to the working of the Companies Act, 1890 :— 


The council think it necessary to inform the members of the society of 
further developments which have taken place in the discussion of this 
question since their last report. As was foreseen by the council, an appli- 
cation was in November, 1892, made by the Board of Trade to the Trea- 
sury for a farther increase in the number and cost of the staff of the 
official receiver under the Winding-up Act of 1890. In answer to this 
application a letter was written to the Board of Trade by Sir John Hib- 
5. the Financial Secretary to the Treasury, of which letter the following 

@ copy :— 


Treasury Chambers, 
, January 23, 1893. 
Sir,—In connection with the letter of Mr. Swanston, dated the 30th 
of November, 1892, asking for a further increase in the number and cost 
of the staff of the official receiver under the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890, the Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury 
have had occasion to review the previous correspondence relative 


to the creation and subsequent history of this department. The 


cost of the establishment, which was fixed at something less 
than £5,000 a year in November, 1890, has since grown by successive 
additions to about £15,000, and it has not yet, apparently, reached its 
pormal development. This rapid growth has resulted from the con- 





struction which has hitherto been placed upon the Act, and from the 

action which has, in co uence, been en by the official receiver. 

This officer, whose vigour and efficiency ~ lords desire fully to acknow- 

ledge, has ae felt it his duty to undertake the liquidation in every 

case in which the shareholders and creditors have not opposed his appoint- 

ment, and their lordships understand that he has, in fact, been appointed 

in the very large majority of companies which have come within the 

operation of the Act, including concerns of such magnitude as the 

Liberator Building Society, the London and General Bank, and the House 

and Land Investment Trust. The Board of Treasury do not question that 

the provisions of the Companies Act may fairly be made to bear the con- 

struction thus put upon them, but it ce y was not contemplated by 

her Majesty’s Government, when the Bill was under discussion in 1890, 

that a public department should interfere so extensively, as is now the case, 

with the conduct of the joint-stock business of the country. It is right that 

Government should insure the prosecution of persons guilty of commercial 

misconduct which affects large classes of the community, and may injure 

public credit ; and it may —— intervene to prevent fraud or waste in 

dealing with the property of a company in liquidation until the creditors and 

shareholders have had full opportunity to organize theirown defence. To go 

further than this is, in their lordships’ opinion, to undertake duties which 

the traders should perform for themselves, and to enter into a competition 
—outside the proper functions of the State—with the classes who find in 
such business their legitimate occupation. It is hardly necessary to dwell 
upon the difficult position of a department which undertakes the investi- 

gation and winding up of the affairs of large joint-stock concerns. The 
official receiver, however able and vigorous he may be, is forced to delegate 

to subordinates, practically free from su: ion, duties of extreme im- 

portance and difficulty; and in the event—which must frequently happen 
—of the liquidation not satisfying the sanguine hopes of the parties in- 

terested, not only will the action of the department be subjected to very 
hostile criticism, but attempts will certainly be made to hold Govern- 
ment responsible for loss or failure alleged to be due to the mistakes or 
shortcomings of its own officers. The fees now received in the department 
are more than sufficient to cover its inclusive outlay, but if the limits of its 
action are to remain as at present, it will be necessary to maintain a large 
permanent staff, while the amount of the business will be subject to rapid 
variations depending on changes in the general commercial prosperity 
of the country from year to year. There is thus a constant risk that 
public funds may have to provide the cost of an establishment of 
which the duties have, for the time at least, fallen off, or have reverted to 
private hands, as was the case with the bankruptcy staff before the Act of 
1883. My lords are aware of the success with which the provisions of the 
Companies Act have been administered by the present official receiver, 
and of the good effects which have in many instances followed his action, 
but they feel very strongly that the time has come when her Majesty’s 
Government should decide as to the construction of the Act which they 
will adopt, and the limits within which the action of the department 
should be confined. In the opinion of the Board of Treasury the official 
receiver should be instructed in future not to act as permanent 
liquidator in any case, unless the parties interested are unable to find 
a competent representative of their interests elsewhere. Moreover, 
when he presides over meetings of shareholders and creditors in the 
capacity of provisional liquidator, he should urge them to choose a 
liquidator for themselves, and’ should explain that the amount of his 
general duties and the limits of the staff at his disposal render it im- 
possible for him, unless in very exceptional circumstances, to give the 
time and labour necessary for the successful conduct of the liquida- 
tion. In these circumstances their lordships desire to recommend to 
the Board of Trade that before a decision, which may be the subject of 
some public discussion, is finally taken, a committee should be appointed 
who would investigate the question in all its bearings, and advise as to the 
limits within which the action of the ae should be restricted. 

I am, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
The Secretary, Board of Trade. Joun T. Hreperr. 


The above letter expresses to a very large extent the views which the 
council in their former reports, and the society itself by numerous resolu- 
tions, have urged upon the Government and the public. That the cost of 
the Official Receiver’s Department would rapidly and indefinitely increase ; 
that it was not contemplated by Parliament, when the Act was under 
consideration, that a public department should interfere so extensively as 
is now the case with the conduct of the joint-stock business of the country ; 
that for the Government to undertake more than the examination, and, 
where necessary, the prosecution of persons guilty of commercial mis- 
conduct, or to intervene for any other purpose than the prevention of 
fraud, or waste, in dealing with the property of a ony until the per- 
sons concerned have had an opportunity to ize for the protection of 
their own interests, is to undertake duties which those persons should 

orm for themselves, and to enter into a competition outside the proper 
functions of the State with the classes who have hitherto earned their liveli- 
hood in such business; that the now existing system throws upon the 
State a heavy msibility for the due administration of estates—all 
these are facts to which the council has again and again called attention, 
and it is satisfactory to find that the views of the Treasury authorities 
coincide to so e an extent with those of the society. Asa result of Sir 
John Hibbert’s letter, an inter-de tal committee was appointed to 
* consider the limits, if any, wit which the action of the Board of 
Trade, as the liquidation of companies, should be restricted; and 
whether any, and if so what, instructions should be given to the official 
receiver on the subject, and the provision which should be made for giving 
effect to those instructions.’’ The committee consisted of Mr. Mundella, 
M P., Sir John Rigby, Sir Michael Hicks-Beach, M.P., His Honour Judge 
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Chalmers, Mr. (now Sir) F. Mowatt, K.C.B., His Honour Judge Emden, 
and Sir Courtenay Boyle. Several witnesses were examined, and at the 
request of the council Mr. Joseph Addison and Mr. William Godden, 
members of the council, gave evidence before the committee. The duties 
undertaken by this committee were not, in fact, so wide as at first sight 
they might ap , for the committee assumed that they were not at 
liberty to question the policy of the Act of 1890, but that their duty was 
simply to inquire whether the Board of Trade had their powers 
under that Act, and whether any administrative changes were necessary 
to give proper effect to the provisions of the Act. Asa matter of fact, it 
was not alleged that the officials of the Board of Trade had exceeded their 
legal powers, but that they had undertaken administrative business to an 
extent far beyond what was desirable or was ever [oo by Parlia- 
ment, and beyond the powers of provisional official liq previously 
to 1890. 

The departmental inquiry and the report of the committee were thus so 
restricted in their scope that little can be expected to result from them ; 
and, indeed, it was a foregone conclusion that if the Act of 1890 was to 
remain unamended, and to be worked by the Bankruptcy Department of 
the Board of Trade on the same principles as hitherto, a very large addi- 
tion to the staff of the official receiver was absolutely necessary. The 
only positive recommendation in the report of the inter-departmental 
committee is that, on account of the present state of business, the official 
receiver’s staff should be increased; but a number of tions are 
made for the consideration of the Board of Trade. One of these is that 
the board should instruct the official receiver to call informal pre- 
liminary meetings of the principal shareholders and creditors, to 
ascertain their wishes before the statutory meeting is held, this practice 
having already in some cases been adopted. The council cannot 
with this ae. as, although such meetings would have no legal 
power or authority, official receivers would to acertain extent be relieved 
of responsibility, and the fact that certain selected creditors or share- 
holders only were invited to these meetings would scarcely be approved by 
those whose opinions were not in any way consulted. If, moreover, the 
statutory first meeting were held, as the Act directs it to be, but as it 
never is, within twenty-one days. from the making of the winding-u 
order, there would be no necessity whatever for calling any partial an 
informal meeting. The rules under the Winding-up Act, 1890, do not 
follow the Act in this respect. The report of the inter-departmental 
committee calls attention to the great delay in holding the statutory first 
meetings, the average time being stated in the report to be from two 
to three months. Evidence was, however, adduced shewing that the 
real average would be about four months, and in a recent case it 
exceeded seven months. The council consider that much of the 
delay is attributable to the fact that the official receiver and his 
admittedly insufficient staff have been so overburdened with the 
work of administration that the period of twenty-one days fixed 
by the Act has been too short to permit them to prepare for the first meet- 
ings. Much needless delay also arises because the officials find it impos- 
sible in a short time to complete and verify the elaborate accounts and 
reports hitherto assumed to be n But whatever be the cause of 
the delay, it enables the official receiver to realize such of the assets as 
can readily be turned into money, the result being that, as a rule, far 
more assets are got in before the date of the first meeting than are left to 
be realized by the liquidator whom that meeting may ee. The 
details of thirty cases were given by Mr. Stewart, the offi receiver, in 
the course of his examination. In twenty-two out of the thirty 
more was realized before the date of the first meeting than after, 
and in five out of the thirty the whole of the assets appear to have 
been realized before the first meetings were held. It cannot be fairly 
ee that this ought to be the result of any provisional liquida- 
torship. The duties, or what ought to be the duties, of a provisional 
liquidator are accurately defined by Sir John Hibbert’s letter. He ‘‘ may 
properly intervene to prevent fraud or waste in dealing with the property 
of a company in liquidation until the creditors and shareholders have had 
full opportunity to organize their own defence.’”” But no provisional 
liquidator ought, in the absence of grave necessity, to realize the greater 
part of the assets of a company, as appears to be now the rule rather than 
the exception. It may be said that it is only in the case of the smaller 
companies that the bulk of the assets are realized before the first meet- 
ings are held. But it appears from Mr. Stewart’s evidence that as pro- 
visional liquidator he realized in one case £7,571, in another case £28,275, 
in another £57,028, in another £13,118, and in another £18,738. Indeed, 
the council believe that it has never been s that any attempt is 
made by an official receiver to preserve things as far as le in statu quo 
until a permanent liquidator is appointed. The ple adopted is, as 
stated by Mr. Stewart in his evidence, that the est. way to protect assets 
isto get themin. There is no doubt, also, that the great and habitual delay 
in calling the first meetings and the pressing on of realization in the mean- 
while operate largely on the minds of creditors when they are ultimately 
called on to decide whether or not they should take matters out of the 
hands of the official receiver. It is represented to them, in the majority of 
cases, that the greater part, and in some cases that the whole, of the 
realization is already done. It is not, therefore, surprising that they 
should be reluctant to displace an official who is acquainted with the cir- 
cumstances of the estate, and has already done the part of the 
work. Moreover, in fraudulent cases, the official ver is looked upon 
asa kind of public prosecutor appointed by. the State to avenge the cause 
of the deluded creditor or tor. These are, it is believed, the main 


reasons which have led to the appointment of the official receiver as per- 
manent liquidator in a number of winding-up cases, and have given him 
an enormous advantage in competing with professional men for the office 
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cases out of all to amount or difficulty of the work done. 
For instance, in case of the English Bank of the River Plate, the 
remuneration alone, during the six months for which the official receiver 
was in office, amounted to £4,394, and the company, which was recon- 
structed and not liquidated, had in addition to pay for a special ‘ 
clerks’ salaries, and other heavy expenses. To the official receiver's 

must also be added the interest upon enormous sums of money retained by 
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notice, to be realized and paid over to the Board of i 
done, and for the time during y 
the department all interest upon it (which, even at 2} per 
have amounted to nearly £700) was lost to the company. If space per- 
mitted other instances could be given in which the 
claimed heavy remuneration, and has realized and retained in its 
large sums, while the small amount of work done by the 
receiver has been out of all proportion to the expense to which 
estates have in this way (been put. In the ental ing: some 
light was thrown upon the pec’ position of the official receiver when 
he assists in the formation of a new company for the of taking 
over the assets and business of a company of which is liquidator, 
atnenghs 1b gponte Gist ss cule one Sess aoe ee ee 
In that case articles of association of the new company were submitted 
to the official receiver, and he was consulted as to the proposed board of 
directors. The new company was started under the wgis of the official 
teceiver, a fact well known to the public, who were asked to subscribe the 
capital, although it might not have been so well known that, as Mr. 
Stewart stated, he threw the whole of the ae Pay naps 
tion committee. This is a very tion for a public 
officer to occupy. As an example of the class of work under 
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1890 requires the official receiver to report to the court (a) as to the 
amount of capital issued, subscribed, and paid up, and the esti- 
mated amount of assets and liabilities; (+) as to the causes of 
failure ; and (c) whether in his opinion further inquiry is desirable as 
to any matter relating to the promotion or failure of the company, or the 
conduct of its business. He may also, if he thinks fit, make a further 
report, stating the manner in which the company was formed, and whether 
in his — any fraud has been committed, and any other matters which 
he thi is desirable to bring to the notice of the court. Obviously 
there is nothing in such a report which would require the realization 
of assets or anything more than access to the books and documents of 
the company, and full opportunities for examining its officers and pro- 
moters. This is fully provided for by the 4th section of the Act, which 
directs that liquidators shall give the official receiver such informa- 
tion and such access to and facilities for inspecting the books and 
documents of the company, and generally such aid as may be requisite 
for enabling that officer to perform his duties under the Act; and if a 
uidator failed in his duties in this respect the Board of Trade could 
thout doubt, under the 25th section, procure his removal. The theory 
that realization and division of proceeds are as a general rule necessary for 
the purpose of a proper investigation of the company’s affairs by an official 
ver is one which is not countenanced or suggested by the Act itself, 
but has been put forward by the officials themselves since the Act was 
passed. In its former reports on this subject the council has more than 
once the view that the position of official receivers, in enforcing 
the plirary provisions of the Act of 1890, should be strengthened and 
their powers even enlarged, and that one reason why they should be 
relieved of the duties of administering insolvent estates is that they may 
be enabled to devote their whole energies to their disciplinary duties. It 
must be obvious that the present state of the law, providing as it does that 
in every case an official shall by virtue of his office become receiver or pro- 
visional liquidator, thus throwing all liquidating estates into the hands of 
officials for an indefinite and often for a very long period, is alike unjust to 
the creditors or shareholders to whom such estates belong, and to profes- 
sional men whose business it is to conduct or assist in such liquidations. 
No interference by a Government department with private affairs of this 
nature should be tolerated, and the contention of the society has always 
been that the officials of such a department, while possessing every facility 
for making inquiries and bringing offenders to justice, should be allowed 
to take no part whatever in the administration of estates. Even if it 
were the fact, which it has never been shewn to be, that officialism 
resulted in work being for a time done more efficiently and economically 
than if it were carried out by private enterprize, it would be unjustifiable 
to resort to such a system. The State has no right to create and endow a 
vil class to compete on unfair terms with private persons, who only 
too often feel the difficulty of providing reasonable means of subsistence, 
even when not exposed to official competition. Such a system would not 
be tolerated for an instant if applied to ordinary mercantile pursuits, and 
when from time to time attempts have been made to infringe upon the 
principle that the State should abstain as far as possible from entering into 
competition with persons carrying on such pursuits, they have been at once 
resented and defeated. To bring the existing law into conformity with 
these principles no very extensive alterations are required, and some of 
these could be effected by rules and without an Act of Parliament. In 
Appendix A to this report will be found a summary of provisions which 
the council consider would go far to remedy existing defects, and would 
at the same time increase the powers of the Board of Trade and of the 
court in investigating and punishing delinquencies connected with in- 
solvency, and in exercising the fullest possible control over trustees and 
liquidators. Appendix B contains a summary of reasons against the 
development of officialism in connection with bankruptcy and winding-up 
matters. 


THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Tus Bill came on Tuesday before the House of Lords Standing Com- 
mittee. 

The Marquis of Sauisnury asked for an explanation of sub-section (b) 
section 4, which provides that a tenant for life may be registered as pro- 
prietor of the land on the condition—‘‘ That the principal mansion-house 
(if any) within the meaning of section 10 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, 
and the | pee grounds and park and lands (if any) usually occupied 
therewith (which house and lends shall be distinguished by reference to a 

map), shall not, until further order, be transferred by the registered pro- 
prietor without the consent of the trustees of the settlement (naming 
them) or an order of the court.’’ He wished to know how this sub-section 
would work under the proposed new estate duty, inasmuch as it forebade 
the sale unless the consent of the trustees were obtained. 

The Lorp Cuancettor said the Bill was intended to deal with the law 
as it stood. At present the tenant for life could not sell except with the 
consent of the trustee, but under the proposed estate duty some modifi- 
cation of this Bill might be necessary, and if the Estate Duty Bill passed, 
he would take care to watch that point. 

The Marquis of Satissury said if this sub-section passed, the tenant 
for life would be powerless in the case of a mortgaged property upon 
which no further money could be raised. 

The Marquis of Barn thought that the money realized from the sale 
would be available for estate duty. 

The Marquis of Satisuuny.—Yes, but under this clause you are not 
allowed to sell. 

On the motion of the Lorn Cuancettor, the Committee agreed to insert 

. the words “‘ except where the sale thereof is permitted by the settle- 


: 





On Clause 6, which deals with the devolution of the legal interest in 
real estate on death, a long discussion took place, in the course of which 

The Marquis of Satissury suggested that it would be better not to read 
this Rill a third time until they had seen the final form of another Bill 
(the Finance Bill) which was now being discussed in the House of Com- 
mons. 

The Earl of Sztnoxne supposed that when that Bill came up to their 
lordships’ House they i not be able to touch a word of it. 

The Marquis of Satispury trusted that the noble and learned earl would 
not lend his great authority to that doctrine. He should imagine that, in 
dealing with that Bill, their lordships would only be restricted so far as 
the clauses directly dealing with taxation were concerned. 

The Earl of Camperpown thought it would be advisable to postpone the 
Committee stage. 

The Marquis of Satissury said that, if necessary, the Bill could be 
recommitted. It would certainly lose nothing from passing through the 
ordeal twice. 

The clause was agreed to, as were the remaining clauses, and the Bill 
was ordered to be reported to the House. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


April 23—Mr. C. W. Williams, and later Mr. R. C. Nesbitt, in the 
chair.—Mr. J. 8. Green moved: ‘‘That the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal in Re an Arbitration between the London County Council and the Londen 
Street Tramways Co. was wrong.’’ Mr. A. W. Marks opposed, and sub- 
mitted that the award of the arbitrator was based upon the right > 
and the Court of Appeal were right in upholding such award. After Mr. 
Williams, Mr. C. P. R. Young, Mr. Begg, Mr. N. C. Simner, and Mr. B. 
Hawkins had addressed the meeting, and Mr. Green had replied, the mo- 
tion was carried by two votes. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. John Henry Kays in the chair. The other directors 
present were :—-Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Grantham 
R. Dodd, William Geare, 8S. Cozens-Hardy (Norwich), J. C. Moberly 
(Southampton), R. G. Pidcock (Eastbourne), Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, 
R. W. Tweedie, W. Melmoth Walters, E. W. Williamson, Frederic T. 
Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £255 was distributed in 
grants of relief, two new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. The thirty-fourth anniversary 
festival of the association is to be held on Wednesday, the 27th of June, 
at The Albion, Aldersgate-street, when the chair will be taken by Mr. 
William Dawes Freshfield. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honours ExaMInarTION. 
April, 1894. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admiesion on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Frist Crass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 

Francis Witt1am Wiccieswortu, LL.B., who served his clerkship with 
Mr. William Wigglesworth, of the firm of Messrs. Wigglesworth & Koger- 
son, of Manchester. 

ALExaNDER Werr ANprREws, who served his clerkshi 
Noon Talfourd Strick, of Swansea; and Messrs. 
Joseph, of London. 

Anruvr Ruys Ronerrs, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Glynne 
Jones, of Bangor; and Messrs. Jaques & Oo., of London. 

Joun Minturn Quicxe, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Richard Stevens, of London. 

Epwm Arruvr Orrorp, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Wil- 
liam Orford, of Manchester. 


with Mr. Thomas 
amplin, Tayler, & 


Seconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Samuel Hooley Ackroyd, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Glascford Lawson, of Manchester; and Messrs. Chester & Co., of London. 

Frank Allen, who served his clerkship with Mr. George Newborn, of the 
firm of Messrs. Taylor & Newborn, of Epworth. 

James William Browne, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Os- 
wald Davidson, of South Shields. 

Adam Fox, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Beaumont, Mr. 
Marshall Rigby, and Mr. George William Fox, all of Manchester. — 

William Alfred Francis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Per- 
kins Ridley, of Ipswich; and Mr. John Dresser, of London. 

A on Lesser, who served his cler! with Mr. John Wreford 
Budd, of the firm of Messrs. Budd, Johnson, & Jecks, of London. 


Ernest Smith, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Richard Hankin- 
son & Son, of Manchester. 
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William Sutton, who served his clerkship with Mr. tke 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; and Messrs. Pritchard & 


Tutrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 
Walter Dodgson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. George Tre- 
nam, of the firm of Mecere. Addleshaw, Warburton, & Trenam, of London. 
Phillip Herbert: Tankerville Godson, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
John Louch, of Langport. 
Herbert Hutchinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Smith, of 
the firm of Messrs. Smith, Leech, & Bostock, of Derby. 
Charles Ernest Innes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Montgomery 
Hooper, of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Harrison & Davies, of London. 
Robert Wharton Lewis- Lloyd, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
John Thornhill Morland, of Abingdon, Berks. 
Thomas Edgar Rodgers, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Dixon & 
Syers, of Liverpool; and Messrs. Woodcock & Sons, of —— 
Benjamin David Thomas, who served his clerkshi Herbert 
Menger and Mr. Andrewes Ingram, of the firm of Messrs. Davies & In- 
, of Swansea. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 
To Mr. Wigglesworth—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s- 
inn—value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 20 
uineas. 
To Mr. Andrews—prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 
To Mr. Roberts—prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 
10 guineas. 
To Mr. Quicke and to Mr. Orford—prizes of the Incorporated Law 
Society—value 5 guineas. 
To Mr. Browne—‘‘ The John Mackrell prize ’’—value about £12. 
The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
Forty-five candidates gave notice for the examination. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. James Brezssz, solicitor, of the firm of Breese & Suggett, of 40 and 
40s, Aldersgate-street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths. Mr. Breese was admitted on the 3rd of February, 1888. 


Mr. Epwarp Avzgrt Brx1, solicitor, of the firm of Carter & Bell, of 6, 
Idol-lane, London, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Bell was admitted in November, 1887. 


Mr. Ws. Mantin, solicitor, 50, Bishopsgate-street Within, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Martin was admitted in March, 


- Gerorce Stewart Mason, solicitor, Rushden, Northam maton, ae 
been appointed a Commissioner "for Oaths. Mr. Mason was admitted in 
April, 1885. 

Mr. Hersext Joun Marcus, LL.B., solicitor, Broad-street-avenue, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Marcus was admitted 
in July, 1884. 

Mr. Joun Newman, solicitor, Southampton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Newman was admitted in December, 1887. He 
is clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for one of the divisions of South- 
ampton. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vuTions. 
Joun Harr and Tuomas Barton Homes, solicitors (John Hart & 
Holmes), 22, Great Winchester-street, E.C. April 27. 


Cuantes Pzarson Parrcuarp and Grorcr Marrry, eolicitors (C. P. 
Pritchard & Maffey), 27, Gracechurch-street. April 30. 
[ Gazette, May 8. 





GENERAL. 


The appointments of Sir John Rigby to be Attorney-General and Mr. 
Rk. T. Reid to be Solicitor-General are gazetted. 


At the Greenwich Police Court on the 24th ult. John 8S. Morphew was 
summoned at the instance of the Inco 
pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. R. H. Humphre: 
Antill defended. Mr. Humphreys said he un that the defendant 
would plead guilty. He read the following letter, which the it 
had sent from his private address to Mr. Henn, of Notting-bill :— —‘Tam 
instructed by Mr. F. Hutchinson to apply to you for the balance of an 
account due to him for flour delivered as far back as February 23, 1892, 
amounting to £10 10s., together with interest at five per cent. to date, 
£1 1s., and the costs 3s. 6d., in all £11 14s. 6d. I give till Friday 
nent, (Feteeacy 23) for reply, 0 or so I shall med ue take 

to recover.’ till sai case was an 
The defendant was clerk and bookkeeper to Mr. cgreeenong of the 
Corn Exchange, on whose behalf he applied for the money due. He 
held a responsible position, and had nei profit nor a ~ hag = 
by writing the letter. Mr. Humphreys: He asked for 3s. 6d 


» | there was no doubt of the stupidity 








defendant used this note with a address at the top for his 
ordinary private . Mr. y fined the defendant 20s. 

and 22s. costs. 
At the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, last week Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cran- 
of 71 and 69 yaaa, 


field sold two life policies of £3,000 each, : lives 
for £2,450 and £2,650 ; also a policy for a 
£195. The absolute reversion to two-thirds of estate at - 
ton, producing £1,111 per annum, upon the P other of twin sisters aged 
years, sold for £3, 250. 

Aft the annual meeting on Thureda r the National Provincial Bank of 
England the report was adopted directors were re-elected, 
and Mr. Edwin Waterhouse and Mr. Wn. Barclay Peat were re-elected 
auditors for the current year. The best thanks of the proprietors were 
given to the directors, general managers, and other officers of the bank 
> gue efficient services, and to the chairman fer bis able conduct in the 


The report of the Pelican Life Insurance Praca for the year ended 
December 31 states that 450 new were issued, assuring £341,595, 
of which £294,095 was retained by the wupeey- The total number of 
policies in force on December 31, 1393, was 4,494, assuring, with bonus 
and after deduction of reassurances, the sum of ” £3,461, 792. The total 
funds now amount to £1,304,594, being an increase of more than £20,000 
in the year. The income from premiums (after deduction of reassurances) 
was £100,697; and the income from interest was £51,544, shewing an 
average rate, after deduction of income tax, of £4 Is. 3d. per cent. _— 
the total funds invested and uninvested. ‘The claims amounted to 
£94,218, of which £1,600 was for endowment assurance policies matured. 
‘The expenses of management, inclusive of commission, amounted to 
£16,039. The directors recommend a dividend of 10 per cent. on the 
amount of paid-up capital, or 2s. per share. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Row —May 6, at Eastham, Cheshire, the wife of Collingwood Hope, barrister-at-law, of 


iter. 
Memes. —May 2, at oe Gunlip villas, East Twickenham, the wife of Herbert George 
Muskett, solicitor, of 
Surrace.—April 27, at 76, t’s-park-road, N.W., the wife of E. J. Rocke Surrage, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Wurrr.—May 6, at 92, Lexham-gardens, W., the wife of Charles Arnold White, barrister- 
at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES 
Bennett—Prest.—May 7, at St. Mary’s Church, urch, Crumpshall, Manchester 
Bennett, solicitor, Moorgate-street, London, to widow of a Wager 
barrister-at-law. 


B y¥—Pay —April tt Dover, anguine 3 pep aw solicitor Paves, So 
Hilda, eldest d daughter ott Sydenham Payn, coroner for Dover na 


Harrison—Anrvaeu. ae ng at Christ vet Chey, Lanner gui, ad Liberties. 
barrister-at-law, to Una Francis, fourth ter of General R. D. DESC. of 
vi 
Harvey—Lainv.—April 28, at Marchmont, Port Gacges; Be yo Jobn M.A. 
Oxon, solicitor, to daughter of John Laird, Marchmon w, J 


Suaw—Mortmore.—May 8, at St. iy ant Church, 
Shaw, shaw, barrster-ai-law, to Dorothy Emma, third 


ch ne. Goong are ‘alter Sidney 
3 ‘oster Mortimore, of 78, 

Eccleston-square, 8. DEA 
Cross.—April 30, at Ladywell, Bournemouth, George Edmund Kynaston Cross, M.A., 


SuerreLy.— 77, at St, Halier’s, West-bil, Sydenham, John Sheffield, M.A., barrister- 
at-law, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 88. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1x Caanosry. 
ANGLO-AMERICAN Gose Oe Curs Co, Lome ~Ontisen map path, on oe betes June 30, 
to send their names and and particulars of debts or claims, to Willie 

Rowland Waller, Jewry House, 28, Jewry 

Barry Dock Paiyt axp Coxour Co, Lage Pre de an a2 belo Sune 
15, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of we 
pais Re Roberts, Palmerston bldgs, 34, Old he ed Vachell, Cardiff, 
for liquidator 

Susenn Raitway axp Miyes, Laurep—Creditors are “poe before June 1 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of or claims, to 


Williams, 95, Gresham st 

Cuar.es Kersuaw & Sons, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 26, to send 

their names manmes ond epieuam, on peeenes © ee Sone See Lees, 

26, Stamford rd, Mossley. tre ere reutred, on o before June It 

“a > sek oe Mr dabee pw ahd LL Henry 

or 

j races Fag 12a, mg ont Polion & On Abel for 

Lonpon AND “LoL. \sseconeeeua Co, I are on or 
before une 12, te their names and and particulars of or 
yy to James Wright, 18, George wt, Richmond, Surrey. Reynolds, West Smithfield, 

solor for 


xinitaron Watts Oo, Lamre>—Cnditor ay Pardes, 2 o Meio Tor 2 oot 
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Hel 





: 


Joy, Welton Hill, Yorks. T. & A. Priestman, Hull, solors for 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 





Kennedy said that that was an ugly feature of the case. Mr. “Anti said 


Waameves og Se Order of Odd Fellows, Nag’s Head Inn, Week st, 
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} Geweree 1 ror Turee Sewsns. 
ay Usitep Friesp.iy Society, Duke of Cumberland Inn, Cottingham, Yorks. 
il 28 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep 1x CHANCERY. 
Castietow Cremicat Co, lem Cees are required, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and t?' ~ of their debts or claims, to Thomas H. 
8, Lendal, York. Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield, solors for liquidators 
Paixce Lupomensk! Estates Perroieum Synpicate, Litrrev—Petn for winding up, pte- 
May 3, directed to be heard on May 23. Rossiter, 37, Coleman st, solor for petner. 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of May 22 

Sream Yacut “ Vauiant” Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 22, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 

8. Kind, 93, Church st, Birkenhead 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Frower or Kext Lopaz, Druids Friendly Society, Bridge House Tavern, Strood, Kent. 
5 


y 
Farieypsuip = Usrry Benzrit Society, Bathurst Arms, North Cerney, nr Cirencester, 


Glos. y 

Have.ock Girt Funp Faisypviy Society, 144, Whitechapel rd. 

Moos anv Stars Lover, Independent Oe of United Brothers, Aidiand Unity, Friendly 

, Great Northern Inn, Langley Mill, Nottingham. May 

foctaL Covenant Lopar, Temrie or ) Weseneeier Lopes, tieons oni s Giory Lopae, and 
Geyerat Sin Joun ae Lopasg, all of the Grand United Order of Odd Fellows, and 
held ively at the the Three Tuns Inn, Market hope go Crown Inn, Lord’s 

Mill st, ld ; Denceek Ino, Cutthorpe ; and King and Miller Inn, Chesterfield, 


all in Saar, May 5 
Boururort Union Faieypiy Society, 14, Union st, Southport, Lanes. May 5 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuarm, 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, April 20. 
Custer, Joux, R Nortl ton, Farmer May2s Ellis and Everard v Chester, 
Sti g, J =. Ww ellingborough 
Hopp1na, Geonor Carr, Moreton, Ongar, Essex, Major-General May 21 Bowlby v 
Bt . North, J Robbins, Surrey House, Victoria Embankment 
Mrrcue.t, Tite 8, Fordingbridge, ‘Salisbury, Hants, Printer May 21 Rock v Mitchell, 
Stirling, J Davy, Fordingbridge 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 24. 
Bgopox, Davip, Malvern Link, Worcester, Clerk in Holy Orders May18 Seddon v 
Seddon, North, J O’Brien, 47, Strand 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 27. 
Brass, bag Aldersgate st, Furrier May22 Teather y Hyman, Stirling,J Pritchard 
Co, Little Trinity lane 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, May 1. 
Evans, Marcaret, Lianfyllin, Montgomery May 25 Evans v Jones, North,J Pughe, 


Lianfyllin 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Ttrspay, April 24. 
Aupzrtos, Taomas Henny, Edgware rd, Solicitor Janel Aston & Co, Edgware rd 
ArtinpaLe, Wii11am, Boston, Gent May7 Waite & Co, Boston 
Berens, Asranam, Bayswater June 30 McKenna & Co, Basinghall st 
Beryix, Coarnvus CartstrAxy Leonarv, Huddersfield, Pork Butcher May24 Fisher, 


uddersfield 
Baeevox, Haggiet, Forest Hill, Widow May 30 Blandy & Co, Reading 
Caton, Aureia, Carshalton, Widow May 23 McClellan, Ealing 
Davis, Mary, Leicester, Widow June 21 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 
Denison, Ann Mackenzie, Leeds May 20 Richardson, Bradford 
Duncomsr, Martripa, Bloomsbury, Spinster May 25 8.M. & J. B. Benson, Clement’s 


Siva, Rowan, Margate, Milkman May 16 Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s inn 


Exrnrsox, Rosert, Upper Holloway, Chemist June4 Day & Co, Strand 

Fisuen, Frepericx Witi1am, Doncaster, Solicitor June9 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 

Gerrrina, Lavra, Maidenhead May 29 Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 

Haut, Wi111am, Sharples, Lancaster, Farmer May 21 Balshaw, Bolton 

Haagpixe, Martiy Steruen, Stoke Gifford, Farmer Juneil Brown, Bristol 

Hovsiey, Ausrose, Sheffield, Publican June1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 

Keuty, Mary Exot, South Shields June4 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields 
Wiiu1am, Haverfordwest, Newspaper Proprietor May 14 Davies & Co, Haver- 


Lonepex, Sm agh og! Cnartes Scupamone, RA., Crawley, Sussex June 6 Munns & 
Longden, Old J ove 
Lvxmoonz, Coryxpo evry, St John’s Wood, Esq June 1 Langdale, Holborn 


Mattox, Jonny, Seacombe, Gent May19 Neville, Liverpool 

Mansn, Witraep, Uxbridge rd, Gent May 31 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 

Nurrau., Frepericx, Keighley, Coachbuilder May 25 Spencer & Clarkson, Keighley 
O’Snavounessy, Wittiam Epwarp, West Kensington, Gent May 21 Gray, Aldersgate 


street 
Peanmax, Francis, Harborne, Stafford, Farmer May 31 Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Parry, Joux, Hayward’s Heath, Esq Juneé6 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
Suacxe.t, Tuomas, Payhembury, Devon, Grocer April 30 Brutton, Exeter 
Srapritos, rm Baran, Albert Hall Mansions, Esq May 31 Rooper & Whateley, 
's inn fields 
Tarietox, Saran, Smethwick, Stafford May 5 Gem & Co, Birmingham 
eye, Fore Kwstentiy, Great Portland st, Bookseller May 31 Wilkinson & Co, 
Bedf. st 
Tuomas, Daviv, Carmarthen, Auctioneer June1 Thomas, Carmarthen 
Unraxvittz, Sauvet Cuanizs, Greenhithe June1 A R & H Steele, College hill 
7. Dasie.t, Newport, Mon, Tin Plate Manufacturer May 28 Lyne & Co, 
’ Mon 
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wanes Berea, Fuanem, Esq, Shanklin, Hants June1 Bailey, jun, Newport, 1 W 
WIitxrixsox, Wii114m, Leigh, Builder May 30 Widdows, Leigh, Lancs 


London Gazeltte—Faivay, April 27. 
Assorr, Josern Ricuarp, Birmingham May 26 Crockford, Birmingham 
Apams, Lovisa Mary, Clifton June5 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Aticock, Cuaries, Nottingham,Cabman May 25 Lucas & Rorke, Nottingham 
Armsrrona, IsaBeLLa, Lancaster June 14 Maxsted & Gibson, Lancaster 
Beyyett, Tuxoruitvs, Sheffield May 31 Ashington & Co, Sheffield 
Bituinetox, Cuarves, Birkenhead, Gent June1 Lamb & Kyffin-Taylor, Birkenhead 
Bonye.t, Joun, Warrington, Engineer June7 Davies & Co, Warrington 
Brap.ey, James, Pensnett, Surgeon May 28 Ward, Dudley 
Breapwore, Georae, Stockbridge, Maltster June1 Smith & Son, Andover 
Bripass, Grorce Micaast, Bristol, Gent May 31 A. G. & N. G. Heaven, Bristol 
Brows, Fraxces Anne, Tamworth, Widow May 31 Hughes, Blackheath 
Cauruorrsz, Baron, Grosvenor sq June1 Milward & Co, Fleet st 
Carrer, Exisan, Kensington May 23 Troughton, Lincoln’s inn fields 
CrossLanp, Joun, Daybrook, Notts June2 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 
Dawson, Anne Ciark, Keswick, Spinster May 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Deane, Mancaret, Englefield Green May 25 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 
Fuiceistoxe, Heyrierra, Cardiff, Widow Forthwith Cousins, Cardiff 
GREENWELL, Hanyan Topp, Darlington, Spinster May 30 Waldy, Darlington 


— Cuartes Vaucnan, Weston super Mare, Esq May 31 A. G. & N. G. 
eaven, 
Harcrave, Wii.1am, Hoveton Saint Peter, Farmer May 28 Goodchild, Norwich 


om * | Wiiuiam Biesyxiy, Kingston upon Hull, Ship Chandler June 1 Gresham, 

Bennqpess, Evizazeta Ann, Morpeth, Widow May 28 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon 
'yne 

Hitxiarp, Freperica Joseruine, Paddington, Spinster June 1 Angell & Co, Gresham 


street 
Horrer, Wiiu1am, South Shields, Glass Merchant June 4 Newlands & Newlands, 

South Shields : 
Horrer, Wiit1am Heap, Durham, Clerk June4 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields 


Kenyon, Avausta Mary Jouxstone, St Leonard’s on Sea June 1 Wadeson & 
Malleson, Austinfriars 
LoverGan, Francis Witi1AmM, Hove, Esq May 25 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 


Lyon, James, Liverpool, Merchant June8 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

Mancez, Anne, Torquay June 24 Sparks & Pope, Crediton 

Mapas, Jane, Torquay June24 Sparkes & Pope, Crediton 

ars, AvexanpeERr, Great Torrington, Gardener June 13 Doe & Lawman, Great 


‘orrington 
NicHo.., Jane, Swindon, Spinster Junei Hill, Halifax 
Nurratt, Jane, Bury, Widow May 28 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 


Novtrer, 3 Harprxe, St Leonards on Sea, Widow May 26 Bonner & Co, Fen< 
ureh st 
OtpHam, Macpacene, York, Widow Junel Mosely, Bristol 


Panrpy, Henry, Wimborne Minster, Gent May 30 Johns, Ringwood 

Panisu, Many Ann, Reading May3t H & C Collins, Reading, 

Penicue, Mary Auicia, Ostend May 25 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

Pucue, Ta.iesin Wittiam Owen, Liverpool, Physician May 26 Neale, Liverpool 
Ricuarpson, Emma Mary, Rainhill May 14 Owen, Liverpool 

Ripa, Georae, Sheffield, Builder June 16 Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Sacer, Georcz Atrrep, Blackpool, Gent June 27 Sager, Todmorden 

Santi, Canoutve, Bath May 18 Pitts Tucker, Barnstaple 

Suaw, Henry, East Ham May1 Baynes, Dartford 

Smirn, Mary Any, Gt Yarmouth May5 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

Strong, Cuarixes, Thornton Heath, Bootmaker May 21 Edwards & Cohen, Coleman st 
Srover, Tuomas Fieip, London Wall June1 Lewis, London Bridge 

Sweerine, Estuer, Romford May 31 Hunt & Co, Romford 

Taompson, Hannan, Epsom May 31 Leslie & Co, Basinghall st 

Treerox, Bensamix, Stow on the Wold June12 Francis & Son, Stow on the Wold 
Warver, Cano.tive, York, Widow May 27 Shaftoe, York 

Warnoven, Jouy, Bradford, Cashier May 31 Atkinson & Ward, Bradford 
Wixcock, Ricuarp Henry, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Gent May7 Waite & Co, Boston 
Wotrenpen, Janz, Exeter, Tobacconist May18 Friend & Beal, Exeter 

Yorke, Smmon, Erddig, Denbigh, Esq June 30 James & James, Wrexham 


London Gasette—Tvurspay, May 1. 
Bennett, Georce, Woodlands, Farmer June6 Dibben, Wimborne 
Bent, Tuomas Nurratt, Sutton in Ashfield, Pork Butcher June 11 Alcock, Mansfield 
Bopiry, Tomas, Parkstone, Dorset, Esq May26 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Bowness, Cuartotre Mania, Boulogne sur Mer June12 Westhorpe & Co, Ipswich 
Braxvoy, Davin Hunter, France, Engineer June19 Price & Sons, Walbrook 
Carr, Mary, Didsbury May 31 Walley, Manchester 
Dosss, Josern Jerome, Edgbaston May12 Millward & Co, Birmingham 
Bree, Stemmas Wii1am, Dublin, Traveller May 15 Timbrell & Deighton, King 


Goutp, Ayn, Slough, Widow May 26 Dean, Slough 
Haney, James, Staindrop, Quarryman May 31 Wilkes & Wilkes, Darlington 
Heraerixotox, Witt1am Unsan, Manchester, Hat Manufacturer June 10 Nicholls 


Hiyrow, James, Quinton, Worcs, Beerhouse Keeper May 31 Wright, Cradley Heath 
Hovoxiss, Mary, Harborne, Spinster June4 Wall & James, Stourbridge 

Hoimes, Hexny Oorx, Henley on Thames, Esq June1 Twynam, Staple inn 

Inv, Evwagp, Great Warley, Essex June1 Haynes & Clifton, King’s Arms yard 
Jeywxixs, Many, Caerphilly May 26 Lewis, Cardiff 

Kise, Wiii1am, Gapworth pk, Warwick, Farmer June1 Coleman, Redditch} 
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LAnspE.t, Groroe, Sutton, Surrey, Gent May 29 Wilson, Bedford row 
Lez, Jouy, Birkenhead, Tailor May 19 Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 
Lewis, Mancarst, Stourbridge June 4 Wall & James, Stourbridge 
Miivarp, Carnotixe Dotmay, Bristol June4 Day, Bristol 


Payye, Jemma, Bath June7 Rooke & Coker, Bath 


Peck, Exizasetn, Newmarket May 19 Fenn & Co, Newmarket 

PowE.L, Cuar.es, Knaresborough, Solicitor June 9 Powell & Co, Knaresborough 

Pur.etm, Rosert, Jagersfontein May 31 Budd & Oo, Austin Friars 

Quick, Epwarp Aurrep, Southampton May 31 Emanuel, Southampton 

Ricuarps, Metviit, Gracechurch st, Average Adjuster June 16 Gush & Co, Finsbury 
circus 


Runpie, Cartes, Plymouth, Warehouseman May 31 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 
Brust, Howanp Putuir, Acock’s Green, Jeweller’s Traveller June 15 Gough, Birming 


am 
Setway, Witu1am Rossins, Bloomsbury, Surveyor May 31 Laundy & Co, Strand 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Atay, ExizaBern, —. Baker Newcastle on Tyne 


Pet t May 2 Ord May 
Bantsn, CHaries, Kineon, Dorset, Contractor Poole Tet 
May i Ord May 


y 

Barxen, W E, Smithaela, — +r Victualler High Court 
Pet March 13 Ord April 

Bice, Ropert, Reading, mtfitter Reading Pet April 30 
Ord April 30 

Bracn, BenJamin, ys4 Job Master West Bromwich 
Pet May2 Ord May 

Birca, Mary, Liv Ay Timber Merchant Liverpool 
Pet May 1 Ord May1 

Bopsworrs, SamMvugEt, 1 Licensed Victualler Luton 


Pet May 2 Ord May 
BrieyeLt, Wiuiam, Santen upon Hull, Plumber 
mupon Hull Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Brunker, Georce Frepericx, Bradford, Wilts, Baker 
Bai Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Canam, Boars Feayx 7 Leeds, Bricklayer Leeds Pet May 


CASTIGLIONE, -_ Lawrence, Crouch hill, Commission 
Agent Edmonton Pet Feb15 Ord April 26 

my Morcan, Mountain Ash, Glam, Gent Aberdare 

Aprili8 Ord May 1 
eum’ oun Scuort, nance, Gent High Court Pet 
April19 Ord May 

out OSEPH Semease Strand High Court Pet March 30 
Ord ayl 

Craic, Joun and Hinary Manrisoroven Perrersoy, 
Middlesborough, Ship gee Stockton on Tees 
Pet April 13 Ord April 27 

Cross, Freperic, Poole, Accountant Poole Pet April 23 
Ord May 2 


Dayson, Henry James, Lo’ 
Trent Pet April27 Ord 

Dexia Torne, Mary, Dowager ieeicione 1 Uxheidgs, Widow 
Windsor Pet March 30 Ord April 28 

Doonan, Perer, Carlisle, Engineer Carlisle Pet April 30 

‘ Ord Ages 30 u , 

ASKELL & Son, yay Cotton Brokers ‘Liverpool 

Pet Aprill4 Ord A 

Geanrina, Tuomas, Lechbede Baker Swindon Pet April 
4 Ord Mayl 

Gum Saran, Grantham, Widow Nottingham Pet April 


Ord May 1 
Honsten, . ~yy Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet May 
yi 


Hayy, Harry Vatentive, Petersfield, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Hanson, kim ~ 7 Upholsterer Halifax Pet 
H spew ay ince ood, B redegar 
ARDY, ILLIAM we uilder T; Pet 
H bes Be Ord May 3 ton, Staffs, Fi 
—s* + sag > ‘8, Farmer 3B 
: be pros irming- 


pet ae Greenwich Pet 

pril 26 

Hoveuroyx, Witt1aM, Mawnan Smith, Cornwall, Builder 

Truro Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Incuam, Tom, and Ropsrt WitLiam Reapsnaw, Hudders- 
~ Rugmakers Hudderstield Pet May 1 Ord 


Jenmel, SaRaH, ween, Costumier High Court 
Pet April 27 Ord May 

Jay, Frank, Newcastle under Lyme, Clothier Hanley 
Pet t May 2 Ord May 2 

Kerry, Esenezer Epwarp, Stoke _jtewington, Tailor 
Edmonton Pet April 28 Ord April 

Levy, ABRAHAM, a Clothier "High Court Pet 

me Skate Lydney, Glos, Colliery 
AN, JOHN ~ |; . Glos. 
tor Newport, Mon PetMay2 Ord May 2 

Maso, Jonny, Ince in Berl, : 
Wigan Pet Mayl1 Ord May 

Moerorp, Fue ~ yy Jermyn rw Tailor Greenwich Pet 
A Ord April 25 


P 
Nenu, L Noma, Veneto, amg Stock Dealer High 
N aa tame Lk Mie > sed Victualler h 
ICOLL, JOHN, cen i 

Court Pet April 30 Ord April 30 bes 
onan Coalbrookdale, Clerk Madeley 


_ Grocer Stoke upon 


Hout, Manny 
A 25 


Prince, Josepa 


Pet Ma: . 

Raw .in@s, Joseru, ru Biggs, Smack Owner Colchester 
Pet May1 Ord M 

Rayyuam, Jony, Grat eshall, Patent Medicine 


Cogs 
Vendor Chelmsford Pet April28 Ord April 28 
Doom, ter le, Schoolmaster Wakefield 
yl yi 
Sonower Site sek tee Draycott, Butcher Banbury 


2 
Towsanno, Wauren JAMES, Scum, Cowkeeper Croydon 
Pet April Ord April 28 





‘Woo.tey, Exizasera, Church 








bee Wassse, Goes Gravesend, Printer Rochester Pet 
Warts, Wiii1am, ~ & Builder Birmingham Pet 
30 Ord April 30 

Wuirs, Josrrs De Sy fae tm  Menhant 
Stockton on Tees 

Wires, Joun Fiercusr, Cycle Agent Croydon 

Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Wiss, Davin pe Dealer Swansea 
Pet April 30 Ord A: 

Weed Posten, — Draper Chester Pet April 


Woon, Isnazt, Great Grimsby, Clothier Great Grimsby 
Pet April 18 Ord April 27 


The icliouing amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of April 17 :— 


Best, Faepericx Jamzs Groror, Croydon, Traveller 
Croydon Pet March 29 Ord April 12 


The foll amended notice is substituted for that 
. rolbiiehed in the London Gazette of April 27 


een Davin, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Hammers 
Birmingham Pet April 9 Ord April 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assorr, Wittiam, Southwark tile, hee a Beerhouse Keeper 
May 11 at3 Bankru 

ALForD, ioe Tnomas, Soare Abbas, , Pais May 
12 at 12. Off Rec, 

Basaeans! Burn Manchester, Forte Keeper May 

ll 

Mail, Hairdresser May 11 at 


Ogden’ 6 chimbrs, 
Baxcearen, . Baxter, Pall 
oa aac _— ae, " 

Dealer Ma y ll at 3 Off Rec, cS. 


Temple Rd. 
Rewer, ee te Nee Ae at12 Off Rec, St 
ge, Draper May liat 
Cook, James, Gt Fish Merchant May 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 5, nek, Gee Gt Grimsby 
Cox, Joszrit Ric —> Strand May 11 at 12.30 ee 
Davi ARAH Ann, and Apgeuixe Evaws, Brecon 
liners “May i6 at 12 Off Ree, 65, High a tates 
er ae, ee » Pounbounes, 3 May 11 at 12.45 
way coos. tance 
De Vaan, Feet tens Ng te ot Accountant May 
Dickson, Epwix, «ly May liati10 Off 
Doonan, Pers May 16 at 12 12, 
ae Ry le, Engineer 
Exuiort, — Farmer Mayiilat4.30 Three 
Evay Fuxvenic, Monmouth, Grocer May 15 at 2.30 
of Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Evans, Joux Ricnarp, Corwen, Bootmaker May 11 at 11.45 
Everart, Tuomas, Sheffield, Tailor May 16 at 12.30 Off 
Fairrs, Sampson, Poplar, Grocer May 18 at 12 Bank- 
Faw 8. sore Cheshire, Farmer May 11 
“Mat ll” Off Ret ward st, Macclesfield 
noes ALrrep, bag bE, Park rd, 
8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Fox, Saat, No Nottingham, = May ll atii Off Rec, 
Goopman, ALFRED, wv Senay ne y 11 at12 Off Reo, 
95, Temple conten, Tuangls avenue : 
Graves, Josern WapprxeTon, Sandwich, Chemist May 11 
atll Off 73, Castle st, 
City rd, ws Clerk y 17 at 2.30 


Burveiocn, Ropert Wesun Ux 
12 —— Hotel, Uxbr 





Haves, Aurnr 


Hissarp. io , Yorks, Innkeeper May 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough | 

eo tey ge, = May 17 at 

Inouanm, Tom, fe be BERT WILLIAM, —- 
field, Makers May 1 12at11 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, 





Jercoat, Joun Janez Epwarp Breryirr, Wolverhampton, 
Mi er Manufacturer May 2atii Off Ree, 


Kreeee Jou, Gu Gutter Mantle Manufacturer May 
17 atil Bankry st 
as ahr Wee i Pavilion Boxing May 16 at 


, Gi , Hair- 
i, Wasa at i Of sting Newboxdugh st, 





Mason, eh tube, Sade ty 
1eatt Of of ye 


Sixoie, Gronox, Plymouth, Surveyor May 24 Hawken, Plymouth 

Suita, Hexry Bartow Lippext, Charles st June 17 Tyrrell & Co, Piccadilly 

Srarxs, Joun, Southampton, Post Master June 10 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Sreraen, Sir James Frrzsamzs, De Vere gardens, Bart Junel5 Western & Co, Essex st 
Tayton, Witt1am, Cambridge, Bootmaker May 31 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Terrer, Annxz, Southampton June10 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Tomursox, Marcaret, 8t Anthonyson Tyne May20 Shortt & Fenwicke, Newcastle on 
wise. .¥ Jon» Baremay, Kendal, General Dealer May 31 Thompson, Kendal 
Vaury, Ewy Anwe, Prince’s gate June 30 Bedford & Co, Gt Tower st 

Waturs, Wittram Gray, Risehow, Cumbrid, Colliery Accountant June 10 Tyson & 
Wann Bec Hock south Hampstead June1 Farlow & Jackson, Fenchurch st 
Wurrvex, Farpenicx, Dartmouth pk rd, Clerk June 1 King, Abchurch lane 


Church Cobham, Surrey May 28 Willoughby, Lameaster pl 


Masox, Ince Licensed Victualler 
ee saat 10.90 1A ee alton May i2 at 


McCracken, Epwarp, 
3.30 County Court ‘orthampton 
ae JosEPH, Labourer May 16at12 Off 


= Hazel May 
Miva, 78 ante, | Se Ge Court chmbrs, eee carket 


Myatt, et St Paul’s rg ae Wedsenes 
May 18 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey * 
Nicot, fay Mca con Licensed darned May 18 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 


12 Carey st 
14 at 12 
a 
, CH 
Peasoy if at 2.80 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Repwax, Artuur Ramspex, Burton on Trent, Tobacconist 
, St James’s chm 
May 11 at 2.30 Off ff Heo, 8 br OT hip 
y May 1 Trinity 
ERICK A n ALexaxver, Bucklersbury, 
ar toe Ti at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


street 
Banonant, Tuomas, Bishov.s Waltham, Grocer May 14 at 


ee 
Saipan, Wane Jam iran Janay Preston, Tailor June lat 2.90 
one, Grorcez, Tandudso, Ca Proprietor May 11 at 4.15 
ae Bantante Bastar Liverpool May 12 at 11 Off 
SpRINGTHORPE, eS + ~~ ae May 11 at12 
comme Pate =. _ Bis, Ca —— 


Guiomar my uP Toon, Fae 


Fan at12, Bankruptey 
TRENDALL, Waasen, | OPninter May 17 at 11.30 
Trower, Hexsert Antuur, Throgmorton avenue May 11 


Carey st 
Wappt eg eh TI Rag Merchant May 17 
ft i16 1115 Oe Bes, 87 oy Wake wy Chet May 11 
wat ll 1 Of Ree, Bond ter, W 
pom bors 
i Be es Taplow High Court Pet 
Newcastle on Tyne 
Outfitter Reading Pet April 30 
Baroni W isa upon Hull, Plumber King- 
30 Ord 30 
Dcgese Gamaae Pagar bs erate Dae 
Busxix, Henry Pet feb al Ord ~pem 5 lane, Corn Factor 
Victoria st Court Pet March 21 
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ee Moy Falmouth, Builder Truro Pet May 


Ivcuam, Tom, ae Ropert WitiiamM Reapsnaw, Hudders- 
field, Rug Makers Huddersfield Pet May 1 Ord 


yi . . 
— Saran, W Kensington, Costumier High Court 
A 7 


May 
Jay, Frank, Newcastle under Lyme, Clothier Hanley 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 é 
Kerry, Ensevezen Epwarp, Stoke pPentagins, Tailor 

Edmonton Pet April 27 Ord April 28 
Kitcuixe, Joun, Gutter lane, — Manufacturer High 
Court’ Pet April 28 Ord May 
io oe — Clothier High Court Pet 
2 


y 
Tocax, Jouyx A Newlands, Glos, Colliery Pro- 
prietor N rt,Mon Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Lucas, Husert Everyn Bernarv, Vauxhall Bridge rd, of 
no occupation h Court Pet Dec 15 Ord April 28 
Matron ——. Ince in —, Licensed Victualler 


M am 2 og + cides Poin High Court Pet 
B. . AMES. — e, Printer gh Co e' 
March 5 Ord April 3 


Minzesneimer, teal Cartes, Burlington gdns 
High Court Pet Mar2 Ord May 2 

Mocrorp, Eowarp, Jermyn st, Tailor Greenwich Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 : 

Nicoit, Jonyx, Bayswater, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Apri 30 Pet April 30 

Panvor, Davip, Birmingham, Tool Manufacturer Birm- 
ingham Pet April9 Ord May 2 

Paixce, Josern Vincent, Coalbrookdale, Clerk Madeley 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Procrer, Ricuarp, Penarth, Chemist Cardiff Pet March 
28 Ord April 26 


Raw inGs, foe ee, Smack Owner Col- 
chester Pet May1 Ord Ma 

Raynuam, Joun, Great geshall, Patent Medicine Vendor 
Chelmsford Pet April 27 Ord April 28 

Rosins, Tuomas, e, Schoolmaster Wakefield Pet 
May1 Ord May 1 

Rooers, Harry Coryetivs Epwin, Pisniogham, Physician 
Birmingham Pet April 27 Ord M ay 2 

Saunperson, Cuartes W, New e on Tyne, Commercial 
— Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord 

il 28 


Wastes, Tuomas, Easington lane, Durham, Medical 
Botanist Durham Pet March 31 Ord April 28 
Wartrs, Wit.iam, = Builder Birmingham Pet 

April 30 Ord Ma: 
Wao, Davi, eee , aay Dealer Swansea 
et April 30 Ord April & 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beommpen, 2 Jouy, Stafford, Blacksmith Stafford Pet May 
5 


y5 
Barnsiey, ya _— Engineer Coventry Pet 
April 12 Ord Ma 


Bau, Henry, West ed, School Officer Sunderland 

B sg : ph aol Timber Merchant Li 1 Pet 

incu, Joun, Liv an iverpool Pe 
May 5 Ord May 5” ss 


Basten, Henry a North = Coal Merchant 
Barnet Pet May2 Ord Ma 
—- “Te - How —_ Goutiveark, Tanner High Court 


y4 
Buen, Rarrn, Oxf Oxiond, Lodging House Keeper Oxford 
Pet May 4 ‘Ord May 4 
ous epee, Beate, Auctioneer Hastings Pet May 
Ord May 


oumeten, ion: pute Prior, Farmer Leominster Pet 
April 23 Ord May 
Chagrems, Epwarp ‘Kidlington, General Dealer Oxford 


Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Davies, Danizt Regs, pa 5 sayrige Physician Wands- 


worth Pet May4 Ord May 4 

Deimnxwater, Hersert Cuaries, Chelsea High Court 
Pet Mar Ord May 4 

Daiver, Tuomas Henry, Lynton, Schoolmaster Barn- 
staple Pet May4 Ord May 4 


Evasy, Fay oy Gracr, Bath, Teacher of Music Bath 
y y3 

Evans, Jony, = 4 Farm Labourer Pontypridd 
Pet May 4 4 


y4 

Evans, Betsy, Sorten ‘oodseats, Brewer Sheffield Pet 
April 16 Ord May 4 

8t Leonards, Milliner Hastings Pet 

Ord May 5 


y 
Ferouson, Hanan, Purveyor of Meat High Court Pet 
Mar 22 Ord April 27 


Faxcerr, Grozcr 


Gatxs, Jacos Sumner, Eastch 
High Court Pet A) 

GLEDHILL, Bensamin, Foney, Yorks, + Dews- 

May 2 we 

Goopuatt, Grorck Henry werk Contractor 
Stockton on Tees Pet May 3,0 May 3 

Gray, Isaac, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Dealer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May 3 Ord May 

Garrirus, Nenemian, Cefnllys, Descente, Farmer 
Newtown Pet May5 Ord May5 

Harnisow, Jou peepee, per in Furness, Blacksmith 
Ulverston Pet May 5 

Hawarp,  R. Harriet, Cawiton, Norfolk, Grocer 
N Pet May 4 Ord May 

Hearsry, Joun Hampton, : Sere Land Agent New- 


port, ‘Mon Pet May 3 

Hirt, Epwarp, 8t Mary Ch 7m Carver Exeter 
Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Hoop.ess. ee Bexsamin, East Stockwith, Blacksmith 
Lincoln P. 2 Ord May 2 

Horrox, peng 3, Laveneulme Architect Manchester 
Pet April14 Ord May 

Hvsparp, Georcer, & (= dul Henry Trimyert, Dartford, 

Builders Rochester Pet May5 Ord May5 

8t Edmunds, of no paene Bury 

+ ae Ord May ts dd 

Keur, eaten, Rate 2, ‘+. + uu 
Pat May 3 ‘Ord “Ty = 


~ ¥s a Merchant 


Janvis, Jous, 


LASHBROOKE, i Pasee, Islin Licensed Victualler 
h Co Pet May5 O May 5 


Leaxe, Wiii1am, Leeds, Traveller Leeds Pet May 2 
Ord May 2 


rd 

ManyixG, Antuur Wyatt, Porth, Glam, Butcher Ponty- 
pridd Pet May4 Pet May 4 

MarsHatt, Wittram, Huddersfield, Saddler Hudders- 
field Pet May5 Ord May5 

Naismita, Joun, Sunderland, Bookbinder Sunderland 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

O’F yxy, J Dito, Strand, Barrister at Law High Court 
Pet Marchi9 Ord Ma 

Osmonp, WALTER JAMES, Chew Magna, Baker Wells Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 

Pearson, Freperick Witiian, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet 
May 3 Ord May 3 

Puen, JAMES, a. Brecknock, Farmer Hereford 
Pet May5 Ord May 

Quinton, Pennanece. Routhall, Builder Windsor Pet 
May3 Ord May 3 

Ricwarpson, Frorence Eizasera, Cardiff, ~~ aaa 
House Keeper Cardiff Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Rozerts, Josepu, Draycott in the Clay, Photographer 
Burton on Trent Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Setwoop, James, New Swindon, Daher” Swindon Pet 
Dee 18 Ord April 30 

Snarvanp, Arraur Hopegrs, Twickenham, Army Tutor 
Guildford Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Suaw, Henry Campsert, Elham, Kent, a house 
Keeper Canterbury Pet May 4 Ord May 

Smee, James, Weston A salam Sawyer Gietecantes 
Pet May 4° rd 

Satu, Henry Gaoacs, 1, Padbury, Jobbing Builder Banbury 
Pet May 4 —* 

Spiers, Paineas, te Pag Schoolmaster High Court 
Pet May 3 Ord Ma 

STEMBRIDGE, GEORGE, Eeianieuth, Painter Poole Pet 
May5 Ord May 5 

Sroxes, Octavius, Sydenham, Consul Greenwich Pet 
March 13 Ord May 2 

Surrievp, ELizaBETH cea: York, Milliner York Pet 
May 3 Ord May 

Surrrecp, WILLIAM, York, Farmer York Pet May3 Ord 

y 3 


Tuck, hermes, Notting a, Boot Retailer High Court 
Pet May3 Ord May: 

Varepensure, Eporic Pes mie Park, Author High 
Court Pet April6é Ord May 

Watson, Joun Henry Gosforth, Draper Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May 5 Ord Ma 

West, Gronee, Merthyr Tydfil, Sues Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet May 5 Ord May5 

Woutecemutn, Joun, Gravesend, ont Victualler Can- 
terbury Pet Feb27 Ord May 

Yarptey, Joux Epwarp, Huddersfield, Draper Hudders- 
field Pet May 4 Ord May 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arcest, Davin, ny Builder May 16 at3 Of Rec, 
95, Temple chmbrs ‘emple avenue 

Ayvort, Harry, , Stevenage, Grocer May 16 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, St Paul’s sq, ford 

Barker, Wycuirre Epwarp, Cowcross st, Licensed Vic- 
tualler May 18at2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Barystey, Arruur, Foleshill, Warwick, Engineer May 16 
ati1 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

woven, ARCHIE JOSEPH, Birmingham, Corn Dealer May 

17 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

BrvusHrig.p, AL FRED, Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker May 17 
at3 County Court bldgs, Chelthenham 

Canter, Joseru, Plymouth, Accountant May17 at11 10, 
Athenzeum terrace, Plymouth 

Cuatus, Georce Tuomas, Bury St Edmunds, Plumber 
May 15at12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ips wich 

Corrie_p & Craic, Plymouth, Printers ‘May 16 at1l 10, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Cousens, Joun Scnott, Wanstead, Gent May 18 at 3 
Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Coserove, Atrrep Epwarp, and Samugi Dean WEAVER 
Asrey, Salford, Builders May 24at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

Dayson, Hexry James, Longton, Grocer May 17 at 12.15 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Eape.t, Joux James, Newcastle on Tyne, Cycle Manufac- 
turer May17 at2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on e 

Fiint, Taomas Merry, Bloxham, Dealer May 15 at 12 
Off 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

or” SaMuEL, Birmingham Baker May 22 at11_ 23, 


more row, Bi 
eee 7" t... ham, Jewellers May 18 at 12 
urch "walk, Nottingham 
Fry, 3 = oie Cardiff, Coal Exporter May 21 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
GtapwELt, Jony, Oldham, Boot Dealer May 16 at3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
— Lionet Freperick, Gt Portland st May 17 at 
11.45 Royal Norfolk House, Bognor 
Hatt, Seeking Birmingham, Theatre Proprietor May 21 
atil 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Haxy, Harry Vaventine, Petersfield, Butcher May 22 at 
12 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
a Tuomas, Halifax, Upholsterer May 2Qiat3s Off 
H Bon, Seema spool, Brof —y fSinging Ma 
ENRY, Jonny, Liverpoo essor 01 21 at 3 
Of Rec, 35, Victoria’ st, Liv 1 . 
hant May 15 at12 


Heaz, GerTrupe, Oil 
ff Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 wansea 

Hiut, Eowarp, 8t Mary Church, Carver Mayi7at3 Off 
Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Hott, Georce, Woolwich, Ironmonger May 18 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London erage 

Hoveuton, Wittiam, Falmouth, Builder May 15 at 12.30 
Off Ree. Truro’ 





, Boscawen st, 
JACKSON, my W Kensington, Costumier May 17 at 11.30 
bldgs, Carey st , 





Jay, Frank, P Newounie under Ln ae ‘May 17 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under 





JonzEs, m coepaan, eer cites, Gon. Glam, Commission Agent May 
17 

ions Seem, Ilford, Belle a May 17 at 3 Off Rec, 95, 

Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Mvrpy, Tuomas, Notting! , Builder May 18at 11 Off 
Rec, 8t Peter’s Church Walk, Nottingham 

Pavery, Rosina, Finchley, Widow May 17 at3 Off Rec, 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Paice, Joseru Vincent, Coalbrookdale, C'erk June 13 at 
12 County Court Office, Madeley 

Raw Gs, Josern, Brightlingsea, Susskowner May 16 at 
12.45 Townhall, Colchester 

Ray NER, Roserr, New Barnet, Draper May 16 at 3 Off 

», 05, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Rosrys, "Tuomas, Goole, oolmaster May 16 at 11 Off 
Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Rossxit, Hewsry, Queen Vi bee og st, Furrier May 18 at 11 

Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 

Scuaar, L, Cheapside, Embyoiderer May 23at12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Saaw, Henry Campsect, Elham, Boarding House Keeper 
May 18at 12.30 Off 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Situ, Harowp, Regent st, Silversmith May 18 at 12.30 
Bankraptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sairu, Tuomas, Birmingham, Butcher May 15 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmin; m 

Srarces, Joun, Liverpool, Grocer May 22 at3 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Live 

Surrie.p, Evizaperu Emma, York, Milliner May 17 at 11 

Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Surriecp, Witi1AM, Fulford, near York, Farmer May 17 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Tuomas, Davip Bexvamin, Liansamlet, Collier May 16 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Tuomas, JAMEs, and Hue Tuomas, Liverpool, General 
Drapers May 16 at3 Off R2c, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


poo 

Tuompson, GeorGe, Sutton Coldfield, Farmer May 16 at 
ll 23, Colmore row, Bi: ham 

Toxins, Cuarves, Leicester sq, Licensed Victualler May 
2lat12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Toms, G UC, 8 Kensington y 23 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

bet me Huan, Aberaman, Collier Mayi17 at 12 Off 

65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

een GrorcE Henry, Leeds, Woollen Merchant 
May 17 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Winxes, SAMUEL BissEun, and Joux Wy THE, Shepherd’s 
_— Grocers May 24 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
street 

Witxiss, Connwett Fryer, Church Lench,Groom May 
17 at 10.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Witurams, Davi, Swansea, Hosiery Dealer May 17 at 12 
Otf Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Woops, DoxaLp GiBson, Derby, > Scrmmmaes Assistant 
May 15 at 2 36, Princes st, I 

Waicuart, Tuomas LAWRENCE, "Old Broad st, Stockbroker 
May 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the London Gazette of the 4th May :— 


Owen, Wituiam, Ne rt, Draper vag Ba at12 Off Rec, 
Gloucester Bank c mbrs, Newport, 

SARGEANT, a Bishops Waltham, Grocer May 16 at 
3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avusrox, Henry oa Cenete, Farmer Colchester 
Pet April21 Ord May 4 

BaryerivGe, Jon, : ord, Blacksmith Stafford Pet 
May 5 Ord May 

Barker, eneak ER Cow Cross st, 7 eae 
Victualler 7 oa Pet March 13 Ord Ma 

Benes Henry, West =) =r School Officer hee 

May2 Ord May 3 

Bann, oye —_— Ironmonger York Pet 


pril 20 

Buuen, Rapa, Oxford, fatgng house Keeper Oxford 
Pet t May 4 Ord May 4 

Cecit, —_ ta Dulwich High Court Pet Sept 
19 y 5 

Coscrove, ALFRED prane, Salford, Builder Salford 
Pet April 23 Ord May 

Davies, Danie, Rezs, eas Physician Wands- 
worth Pet May3 Ord May 4 

Dativer, Tuomas Henry, Lynton, Schoolmaster Barnstaple 
Pet May1 Ord May 4 

Evrany, AGNES Seem pum, Teacher of Music Bath 
Pet May 3 a he 

Evans, vom, Ton Farm Labourer Pontypridd Pet 
May 4 rs. 

Fiercuer, ae , Cloth Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
April27 Ord May 4 


ey Ly Lechlade, Baker Swindon Pet March 
20 


May 3 
GiapwELL, Joun, Oldham, Boot Dealer Oldham Pet 
March 27 Ord May 4 


Guover, Witiiam, and Wittiam Henry Hosson, Old Kent 
, Engineers igh Court Pet April 16 Ord May5 

GoopHaLL, Georcr Henry On Mars” Contractor 
Stockton on Tees PetMay3 Ord Ma 

Goopwix, , Gan, Sale, Decorator i Pet April 
21 y3 

Hearp, Soman North Kensington, Surgeon High Court 
Pet April21 Ord May 3 

Hitt, Epwarp, . Mary Church, Carver Exeter Pet May 
8 Ord May 


Hoopvxss, Joumn Bensamix, East Stockwith, Blacksmith 

Lincoln Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Hogrox, eisesem, 5 evenstlin, Architect Manchester 
Pet April 5 & 

Hussarp, Gxouoe, nad Ka = ang TriuveLt, Dart- 


as Carriage B Pet May 4 Ord 

y 5 iA 

Jarvis, Joun, Gt Mat Edmunds Bury st Edmunds Pet 
May 4 


oa, Yous, Baeathonda, Collier Pontypridd Pet April 
igi Wastin, Leeds Leeds PetMay2 Ord May? 
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Lawis, eS Chelmsford Pet April 
Massisa Axrivn Wy aeare, Porth, Butcher Pontypridd 


et May 4 
aa Wustaw i sdladdersteld, Saddler Huddersfield 
Pet May 5 Ord = 
a 7 Joux, Sun — Bookbinder Sunderland 
‘et Ma 


Osmonpb, kde. i. Chew Magna, Baker Wells 
Pet May 2 Ord May 4 


Pearsos, Freperick Wituiam, Leeds, Carpenter Leeds 
Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Puew, James, Liani ;, Farmer Hereford 
Pet May 5 Ord 

Ricuagpson, Presenen: icetionn: Cardiff, sanpageas 
K Cardiff Pet May2 Ord May 


eeper 

Roserts, Josern, Draycott, Staffs, Photographer Burton 
on Trent Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

SeLwoop, James, New Swindon, Baker Swindon Pet Dec 
16 Ord May 5 

SuaeLtanp, Artucur Honors, Twickenham, Army Tutor 
Guildford Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Suaw, Henry Campsec., Elbam, pane House Keeper 
Canterbury Pet May3 Ord May 

Svavixn, Frank Parrickx, Chiswick, "Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet April 6 Ord May 

Smeve, James, Weston yo Mare, ie Bridgwater 
Pet May4 Ord May 

Spiens, Parveas, § tal ™, Schoolmaster High Court 
Pet May3 Ord 


STaP.es, JOHN Livergedl, “Tea Merchant I.iverpool Pet 
April7 Ord May 5 


a Goseen, Bournemouth, Painter Poole Pet 
roms, “Jomx, W. Sans, Cotton Spinner Rochdale 


Surrievp, Vieseas, Mor Yorks, Farmer Yo:k Pet 
May3 Ord May3 
Burnin Eucaneri ert Fulford, Yorks, Milliner York 


et May 3 


PM... an SR Manchester Manchester 
Pet March 22 Ord May 3 


Tuoryrtox, Josue, Great Horton, Yorks, Stone Merchant 
Bradford Pet April17 Ord May 3 


Trenpact, Witt1AM, Gravesend, Printer Rochester Pet 
April 30 Ord 


May 2 
Tuck, Sopnia, Hotties Hill, Boot Retailer h Court 
Pet May 3 Ord May 3 = 
Watson, Jouy Henry, Gosforth, Draper Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May5 Ord May5° 
West, Guonen, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet May5 Ord May 5 “as 


‘WILuimorg, Be se Hooton, and Tuomas Witcmore, 
~» (nate een HighCourt Pet April 


6 May 
YAaRpLey, ‘Soum eee _ Draper Hudders- 
field Pet May4 Ord Ma: 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Wuitwortn, Rosert, Milnrow, nr Rochdale, Cotton Waste 
Dealer Salford 





Dea Adjud July 25, 1898 Annul April 30, 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Mag 1 — Mera, Bioue 5 Bones, 0 Oe liet, BO. atl 
= a. advertisement, 


May 15 “Mere, Ba Oss & Sows, at the BG. ot # 2 
i r Sallding Sites (see ay Precold How, and 

All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bownd 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

















SALES BY AUCTION FOR ‘THE YEAR 1894. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER to announce 

that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 

soem em a Country Houses, Business Pr es meng 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Rev 

Stocks, Shares, “and other ies will be held at at “the 

AUCTION MART, Tebeahows-gerd, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


1894, 
Tuesday, May 22 | Tuesday, July 10 Tose? Aug. 21 
Tuesday, May 29 | Tuesday, July 17 | Oct 2 
Tuesday, June 5 





Tuesday, July 24 iz Tieday. Oct. 16 
Tuesday, June 12 | Tuesday, — 31 

Tuesday, June 19 | Tuesday, Aug. 7 Tossley’ Nov. m8 
Tuesday, June 26 | feosiey, Aug. 14 | Tuesday, Dec. 4 





Tuesday, July 3 
satite ean also be held ie other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. . Debenham, T 


‘ewson, 
Farmer, a Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other yapeem, of Furniture, Pictures, | 
Farming Stock, Timber, & 


aS LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, | 


Sporting Q Residences, Sh and 

mises to be Let or Let or Bola by private contract are published on 
the Ist of = month, a can be —-* = Messrs. 
De ewson, Farmer, & Bri ter, Estat ts, 


benham, T' 
Gervepems and Vane Valuers, 80, Gheapsi e, London, Ee. ‘ele- | 


phone No. 1,503. 





rl.0 SOLICITORS.—A newly eee | 


Solicitor having Capital at Disposal an 
make Advances on Mo! will hear of a amt ee Oran. 
ing in Offices of Company dealing with House 


b 
writing.— Secretary, Real Estate Investment and ce | 


gage Syndicate, 41, Threadneedle-street, London. 








GQOLICITORS with lenge Private ‘Trust 
kh Trustee Landed 


‘ Funds for Investment in the best 
Securities in Scotland or England at 3 to 3 
please communicate with Messrs. Asprey & 


) ARRIS, Solici- 
tors, Furnival’s-inn. 


cent. will | 


Forthcoming Sales for the Year 1894. 


ESSRS. E. & H. LUMLEY, of St. 

— 's-house, St. James’s-street, London, 

8.W., beg to announce for the forthcoming year the 

following DAYS of SALE, at the AUCTION MART, 

Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., but in addition other dates can be 
sales, Terms on application :— 


} Fe = May 15 Tuesday, July3 | Tuesday, Sept. 11 

| y, May 22 Tuesday, July 10| Tuesday, Oct. 2 

Tucelay’ June 5 Tuesday, July 31 | Tuesday, Nov. 6 

| Tuesday, June 26 Tuesday, Aug.14| Tuesday, Dec. 4 
Tuesday, Aug. 28 


Messrs. E. & H. Lumley announce in ng ae yr nee amg 
columns of ‘‘ The Times,” on Wed 

complete list of their Sales, which will Sinde Estates in 

Ireland, and Scotland, town and country proper- 

| ties, ts, reversions, and water ote, te. &e. 
| In cases wn pany 3S included in these sales, 
| ample notice should ve o cote Se iene oe 
— —St. James’s-house, 22, St. James’s-street, S.W. 











NIVERSITY r COLLEGE, London.—The 
| Council of Votre OS will shortly proceed to 
| ELECT a QUAIN PROF to deli eliver lectures on 
| the comparative or historical study of the law or on some 
| branch of such study. The available income, exclusive of 
| So Pee pe Stee 59 caer Se Sp ee Soe 
2 Se Se ee 

hich has been handed to 


e 
is to be appointed for a term not exceedi 

the capiration of his term of ction, Caetar 
it be three years or a less oy may be re-appointed. 
Applications should reach not later than 


| June 6th. 
| J. M. HORSBURGH, M.A.., Secretary. 





HORTHAND and GENERAL CLERK 
rom ‘well-known frm of Bglitors and our. Adare, 
Te. C., 66, Redesdale-street, 8. 


| M8888. ROBT 





AUCTION SALES. 


| 
MESsRs: FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 


take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices : 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
W. MANN & 
VALUERS, 


SON, 
SURVEYORS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mays, F.8.I., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.8.1. 
J. Bacsnaw Mays, F.8.I., W. H. Mawn), 
12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
82, Lowndes-street, Belzrave-square, 8.W. 


LIVERPOOL.-COMPTON HOTEL. 


UNRIVALLED FOR ITS COMFORT. 
Excellent Cuisine and Moderate Fixed Charges. 
Adjacent to best Shops, Shipping Offices, Stations, &c. 
__ Luggage ¢ conveyed Free. Telephone No. 58. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


jsy 
To Her Ma; the Lord Chancellor, mth Whole of the 
ele, Os ek Cor ae he. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S 


SOLICITORS’ G GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, Uni and Clergy Goins. 


94, OHANGERY LANE, ‘LONDON. 





LA WW ASSOCIATION. 


INSTITUTED I8I7. 





For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 





THE ANNUAL GENERAL COURT will be held at the Hatt or ruz Incornrporarep Law Socrery, on Tuurspay, the 


3ist inst. 


To receive from the Board of Directors a Report and Statement of Accounts for the past year. 
To elect Officers for the ensuing year. 


And on Gunerat Business. 





The Chair to be taken at TWO o'clock precisely, 
By order of the Board, 


Devereux-buildings, Temple, W.C. 
10th May, 1894. 


ARTHUR CARPENTER, Secretary. 
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SIXTY-FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND, LIMITED. 


10th MAW, 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, ” £15,800,000, 
OAPITAL—Paid, £2,999,892 ; Calls Unpaid (since paid), £108; Uncalled, £2,300,000 ; Reserve Liability, £10,600,000—£15,900,000. 
' RESERVE FUND (invested in English Government Securities), £2,000,000. 
NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS, 12,093. 


DIRECTORS. 
CHARLES BARCLAY, Esq. CLAUDE VILLIERS EMILIUS LAURIE, Esq. | WILLIAM ROBERT MOBERLY, Esq. 
GEORGE HANBURY FIELD, Esq. FRANCIS CHARLES LE MARCHANT, Esq. | HENRY PAULL, Esq 
MAURICE OTHO FITZGERALD, Esq. DUNCAN MACDONALD, Esq. RICHARD BLANEY WVADE, Esq. 
JOHN OLIVER HANSON, Esq. GEORGE FORBES MALCOLMSON, Esq. ROBERT WIGRAM, Esq. 
JOINT GENERAL MANAGERS—THOMAS GEORGE ROBINSON, Esq., FREDERICK CHURCHWARD, Esq., and WILLIAM FIDGEON, Esq. 
SOLICITORS—ERNEST JAMES WILDE, Esq., and WALTER EDWARD MOORE, Esq. 
RICHARD BLANEY WADSBH, Haeq., im the Chairz-. 

The Directors have the pleasure to submit the Balance Sheet for the year 1893, and to report that after making ample provision for all bad and’ 
doubtful debts, and for the rebate of discount on current bills, the profits, inc luding £65,516 1s. 9d. brought forward, amount to £570,252 0s. 7d. 

In addition to the dividends and bonus already paid, a further bonus of 5 per cent. will be paid, free of Income Tax, in July next (making 18 per’ 
cent. for the year), leaving a balance of £63,083 5s. 7d. to be carried to the profits of 1894. 

During the year a Branch of the Bank has been opened in Hull, and arrangements have been made for establishing a Branch in Oxford Street, 
London, as soon as the premises, now in course of erection, are ready for occupation. 

The Directors report that they have completed the purchase of the property lately belonging to the Oriental Bank, a portion of which has been 
utilized to provide for the urgent requirements of the business of the City Office. 

The tors retiring by rotation are :—Richard Blaney Wade, Esq., Henry Paull, Esq., Francis Charles Le Marchant, Esq., all of whom, 
being eligible, offer themselves for re-election. 

In conformity with the Act of Parliament, the Shareholders are required to elect the Auditors and fix their remuneration. Mr. Edwin Waterhouse 
(of Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.), and Mr. William Barclay Peat (of Messrs. W. B. Peat & Co.), the retiring Auditors, offer themselves for re-election. 


BALANCE SHEET, 31st December, 1893. 


LIABILITIES. ASSETS. 
CAPITAL :— £ s. d., CASH :— £ s. d. 
ee of £75 each, po 10s. paid .. ove 420,000 0 0 At Bank of England and at Head Office and 
150,6 ” £60 _,, ga toe ..- 1,807,500 0 0 Branches : 5,079,745 5 5& 
64, ‘35 a £60 ,, ( o13 772,392 0 0 », Call and Short Notice ... A oa in 2,922,400 6 5 
£108 a ed — 
RESERVE FUND :— 2,999,892 0 0 8,002,145 11 10 
At 31st December, 1892 ... £1,862,500 0 0 INVESTMENTS :— £ s. d. 
Add part premiums received English Government Securities 8,310,497 0 11 
on new issue in 1893 ee 137,500 0 0 Indian and Colonial Govern- 
—_— 2,000,000 0 0 ment, Railway —, 
Amount due by Bank on Derostrs, &c. .. 41,826,804 13 1 and other Securities. ie 6,500,327 18 0 
Acceptances and EnporsemMent of Foreton Brus on —_—--—- 14,810,824 18 11 
Account of Customers oe om bal 208,071 11 11; Customers for Accertances and ENporsements of 
PROFIT AND LOSS ACCOUNT :— : Foreren Brus, per Contra ... ou vn es 208,071 11 11 
Balance p> Profit and | Brits Discountep, ‘Loans, &e. eee .. 23,487,065 8 10 
Loss ccount, including | BANKING Premises in London and ‘Country eb mts 589,743 19 1 
£65, 16. ls. 9d. brought 
from year 1892 ee ine £570,252 0 7 | 
Less Dividend & Bonus 
for half-year ending 
30th June (9 pr cnt.) £200,475 0 0 
Do. for half-year 
ending 31st Dec. (9 
percent.) ... 239,100 0 0 
Interest for half-year 
to 30th June (5 per 
cent.) on First,Second 
and Third Instal- 
ments of New Issue 28,968 15 0 
Do for half-year to 
31st Dec. (5 percent.) 
on First, ‘Second, 
Third, & Fourth In- 
stalmentsofNewlIssue 38,625 0 0 
——— 507,168 15 0 
——_—__—_——_ 63,083 5 7| 














£47,097, 851 10 7 £47,097,851 10 7 
Nore.—The above statement of liabilities does not include the Bank’s guarantee to the Baring Guarantee Fund for £187,500. 
Richarp B. Wane, D. Macvonarp, Rost. Wicram, Directors. T. G. Roninson, F. Cuvrcnwarp, W. Finceon, Joint General Managers: 


We to report that we have ascertained the correctness of the Cash Balances, and of the Money at Call and Short Notice, as entered in the above Balance Sheet, and have 
nai’ the securities representing the investments of the Bank, and found them in order. We have also examined the Balance Sheet in detail with the books at the Head Office 
and with the certified returns from each Branch, and in our opinion such Balance Sheet is properly drawn up so as to exhibit a true and correct view of the state of the Bank’s affairs 
as shown by such books and returns. Epwis Wareruovuse, Wittiam Barciay Peat, Auditors. 











on ante the — Meeting the Report was adopted, the retiring Directors were re-elected, and Mr. Edwin Waterhouse and Mr. William Barclay Peat were re-elected auditors for 
current 

body Le best 2 thanks of the Proprietors were given to the Directors, General Managers, and the other officers of the Bank for their efficient oye, aud to the Chairman for his able 

The Natioual Provincial Bank of England, Limited, having numerous Branches in England and Wales, as well as Agents and Correspondents at home and abroad, affords great 
facilities to its customers, who may have money transmitted to the credit of their Accounts through ahy of the Branches free of charg 

Current ——? are ae at the Head Office and Metropolitan Branches, and Deposits are received and interest allowed dress at the rates advertised by the Bank in the 

newspapers from time 
The ~~ undertakes the Agency ‘of Private and Joint Stock Banks, also the Purchase and Sale of all British and Foreign Stocks and Shares, and the collection of Dividends, 


e Siotes and Letters of Credit, payable at the principal towns abroad, are issued for the use of Travellers, 
At the compe’ f Branches Current Accounts are opened, Deposits received, and all other Banking business conducted. 
the Bank are bound to secrecy as s the transactions of its customers. 
of the Annual Report of the Bank, Lists of Branches, Agents, and Correspondents, may be had we {qo at the Head Office, and at any of the Bank’s Branches. 
10th May, 1804. By order of the Directors, T pInsoy, F. Cuvncuwarp, W. Finvazon, Joint General Managers. 











eh ot aa a 9" 
VOR TNR STS 








